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Current Topics. 


The Belgian Deportations, 


WE Print elsewhere the powerful protest against the Belgian 


| deportations which has been issued by the Belgian Govern- 


ment, and it appears that the statements in the Press on which 


| we based our comments of last week were by no means exag 


We attempted to state the law on the subject, and, 


gerated 


| from various opinions which are printed in the November num 


| ber of 


| ment adopting measures of special severity against 


| Germany. 


} against 





| with 


International Law Notes, we seem to have stated it 
correctly (The reference to Art. 53 of Convention IV. of 
1907 should have been to Art. 52.) On the facts, so far as 
known, there seems to be no reason for the German Govern 
Belgian 
workmen, and apparently: the measure is dictated by the 
necessity for the German authorities to relieve the pressure on 
food supplies in Belgium and to supply the lack of labour in 
This is a position which they have brought upon 
themselves, and to attempt to escape from it by deportation 
of the working population of the occupied country is an offence 
law and civilization At present the only suggestion 
of help is in the hint from Washington that the business will 
prejudice Germany in the eyes of neutral nations. Sut is she 
not sufficiently prejudiced already? One question for Pre 


| sident. WiLson in his strengthened position no doubt will be, 


whether he will any longer give countenance to the outlaw 
at all 


The Reply to the United States ‘* Black List”’ 
Protest, 

IN THE comments which we have from time to time made on 
the policy of the statutory * Black List ’’ under the Trading 
the Enemy (Extension of Powers) Act, 1915, we have 
ventured to suggest that it was a legitimate extension of the 
rules against trading with the enemy, and in no way consti 
tuted a breach of International Law (60 So.tcrtors’ JOURNAL, 


pp. 657, 726) We are glad, therefore, to read the temper 


| ately reasoned and excellently worded Note which has been 


| 


sent by Viscount Grey in reply to the United States protest 
of last July Soth this protest and the present reply have 
been published as a White Paper [Cd. 8353 la course which 
might well be more frequently followed in the case of diplo- 
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matic correspondence. An earlier protest and reply of 26th 
January and 26th February we noticed some time ago (60 
Soricirrors’ Journat, p. 424). The American protest of 
July seems to have been based, not so much upon the actual 
principle of the Black List, as upon the indirect effect which 
it might have upon American commerce. Viscount Grey, of 
course, admits in his reply that citizens of neutral countries 
are free to trade with belligerent countries. This is only 
limited by the right of belligerents to interfere with neutral 
trade with the enemy when it violates the rules of contraband 
and blockade.* The question whether the Blockade Order in 
Council of 11th March, 1915, constituted a lawful blockade 
is another matter which has been the subject of separate Notes. 
But the legislation under which the Black List is established 
does not directly all It only imposes a 
restraint on the business of British traders. They are, apart 
from that legislation, forbidden to trade with the enemy, and 
the Trading with the Enemy (Extension of Powers) Act 
enables this prohibition to be extended to trading with a 
a neutral or allied country when ‘‘ by reason of his 
it appears expedient 


touch neutrals at 


person in 
enemy nationality or enemy association ’’ 


to do SC 


The Forfeiture of Neutral Privileges. 

Unper THE law of America and England a trader in a 
neutral country is treated as a neutral even though he is an 
enemy subject Viscount Grey points out that this rule 

crystallized at the time when means of transport and communi 
and when in consequence the 


cation were less dé veloped than now, 
country could have but 


actions of a established in a distant 
little influence upon a struggle 

l'o-day the position is very different. The activities of enemy 
subjects are ubiquitous, and under modern conditions it is 
for them, wherever resident, to remit money to any place where 
it may be required for the use of their own Government, or to act in 
other calculated to assist its and to damage the 
interests of the Powers with whom it is No elaborate ex 
position of the situation is required to that full has 
been and is being made of these opportunities 


person 
easy 


ways purposes 


at wal 


shew use 


This really goes to the root of the matter The stricter law 
of the Continent makes the enemy status of the trader depend 
on his nationality. Our own milder law makes it depend on 
his trading domicil An enemy subject, even in this country, 
is entitled to just the same protection in his trade as a British 
subject Of course this statement is not in accordance with 
current commercial feeling, or with the special regulations 
which have been made during the present war. But it repre 
sents the principle of the law, and there should be as little 
departure from it as possible. When, however, enemy traders 
to whom the privileges of a neutral domicil are thus accorded 
make use of their position to assist their own State they forfeit 
their privileges, and a 
traders who adopt the same course although they are not of 
enemy nationality 
Viscount Grey’s Note, and he seeks to disarm American 
suspicions by insisting that British trade interests would not 
allow of the policy of the Black List being extended beyond 


the necessities of the case 


The Custody of Children. 


THe Question of the right to the custody of children arose | 


under novel conditions in Uhlig v. Uhlig (Times, 14th inst.), 
in which the Court of Appeal overruled SHearMan, J. The 
petitioner in a divorce suit had obtained against the re- 
spondent, his wife, a decree of divorce in the English Divorce 
Court He was in fact a German subject, but had resided in 
England for twenty-four years, had married here, had had 
two children born here, and was domiciled in England. He 
obtained his divorce last year, while interned here as a civilian 
prisoner of war, but since then had been repatriated. The 
children, a girl of seventeen and a boy of fourteen, remained 
in England. Their mother married the co-respondent, and 
then she took proceedings in the Chancery Division to settle 
the custody of the children. The petitioner filed a cross-peti- 
tion for custody in the Divorce Division, and Smearman, J., 
decided that he had jurisdiction to hear it, although the peti- 
tioner is now an alien enemy resident abroad; for (1) his 





similar rule is properly extended to | 


This point is very clearly elaborated in | 








application is only a stage in the continuing divorce suit, com- 
menced before he became technically an alien enemy, and (2) 
in any event the respondent had initiated the proceedings 
relating to custody, and his application was in substance only 
a defence to her proceedings. The latter view commended 
itself also to the Court of Appeal, who agreed that SHEARMAN, 
J., had jurisdiction to determine the matter of custody and 
make an order thereon. Now it is elementary law that since the 
Guardianship of Infants Act, 1886, the Court looks primarily 
to the welfare of the children in determining questions of 
custody ; but it is equally elementary practice in the Divorce 
Court that a wife guilty of adultery is not given the custody 
of the children unless there is some very strong ground for 
refusing it to the husband—her guilt is prima facie evidence 
of unfitness for their custody. Therefore SHEARMAN, J., gave 
the custody to the father, subject to an undertaking that the 
children should be sent to Switzerland, and not kept in Ger- 
many. But this involves (1) the removal of British subjects 
from England in time of war and (2) the grant of authority 
over them to an alien enemy abroad. This the Court of Appeal 
held to be in breach of ‘‘ public policy,’’ and sent back the 
case for rehearing to the learned judge. At the same time, 
it seems obvious that paternal rights should prevail over any 
technical question of nationality even in time of war, and 
SHEARMAN, J., seems to have taken the sounder and more 
common sense view. 


Appearance of Lawyers before Military Service 
Tribunals. 

THERE HAVE been, we believe, some expressions of regret at 
the admission of counsel before the military tribunals. Appli- 
cations for leave to appear by counsel before committees or 
quasi judicial bodies, who are appointed to inquire into and 
report upon subjects of importance, are often made when the 
applicant rightly or wrongly believes that his interests are 
directly affected by the inquiry. It is difficult to reduce to a 
system the rules governing the decisions upon such applica- 
tions. Tribunals, regular or irregular, have, in the absence of 
usage or express statutory provision, the right of regulating 
their own procedure, and, while not unwilling to hear the 
arguments of parties directly affected or their agents, may 
decline to extend the same indulgence to their counsel or 
advocates. In many recently constructed tribunals no person 
has a right to act as advocate without the leave of the Court 
Where the inquiry may affect the rights of numerous land. 
owners, or is of great public interest and may require the 
examination of skilled witnesses, it may reasonably be thought 
that the presence of counsel will assist the tribunal in main 
taining decency and order and in guarding the limits of the 
inquiry. These considerations may probably have been the 
origin of the usage of hearing counsel on petitions against 
private Bills. But in cases of smaller dimensions, the tribunal! 
may reasonably think that it would be allowing an unfair 
advantage if counsel were heard for the applicant, and may 
unnecessary expense and hardship upon persons who 
concur in the application. The committee of a club 
to inquire into the alleged misconduct of a member 
with a view to his expulsion from the society might possibly 
be asked to allow counsel to appear on his behalf. But there 
is an obvious difference between such cases and that of an 
applicant before a military tribunal. It may not be correct 
to say that the liberty of the subject is at stake, since the 
basis of the tribunals is that individual liberty has been abro- 
gated by statute. But the fate of the applicant, his family 
and his business are at stake, and the case is one specially call- 
ing for the employment of skilled advocacy. We gather from 
a recent letter in the Daily Mail, 30th ult., which we should 
not have seen but for the assistance of a correspondent, 
that. this advocacy does not meet with universal approval. 
But, without expressing any opinion on the general work of 
the tribunals, their action in particular cases is extremely 
oppressive to the individual, and there can be no more fitting 
occasion for the legal assistance to which applicants are 
entitled under the regulations, 
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Charter-hire of Requisitioned Vessels. 

MUCH LEARNED argument as to the effect on the rights of the 
respective parties of requisitioning a ship under time-charter 
occupied the attention of Sankey, J., and afterwards of the 
Court of Appeal, in Modern Transport Uo. (Limited) vy. 
Duneric Steamship Co. (Limited) (reported elsewhere). But 
in substance the decision of the Court can be expressed in a 
few words and involves no great subtlety. The owners of a 
steamship had demised her to the charterers for a period of 
twelve months at a monthly rental, payable in advance, ‘‘ for 
the use and hire of the ship.’’ The owners were to provide 
the crew, pay them, and find the stores. In effect this amounts 
to a demise of the vessel and the provision of a crew by the 
owners. The first of these is an executed contract—like the 
letting of a house—fulfilled when the ship is placed at the 
charterer’s disposal; the second is an executory promise, like 
the covenant of a landlord to provide a porter and lift for the 
service of a block of flats—which is a concurrent condition with 
the payment of the hire each month. The ship was duly 
placed at the disposal of the charterers, and then the 
Admiralty intervened and requisitioned her. They paid, of 
course, a rate lower than the high freightage now obtainable, 
but only took the ship for a part of the year. What is the 
position of the parties ? As a matter of fact, the point is 
practically covered by the authority of the House of Lords in 
another recent case: Tamplin Steamship Co. vy. Anglo- 
Mexican Petroleum Products Co. (1916, 2 A. C. 397), although 
in that case the existence of an exception concerning “‘ restraint 
of princes ’’ somewhat complicated the issue. The point really 
is that the owners have performed their contract by pro 
viding the ship; that the charterers are now in possession of 
it; and that the requisitioning of the ship is a matter between 
themselves and the Admiralty. It does not affect the owners 
The latter are entitled to receive their charter-rental just as 
before, and the charterers get. from the Admiralty such hire 
as the Government pay. The resulting loss, ‘due to the 
Admiralty rate being lower, is a public burden which, as the 
law stands, the charterers must be prepared to bear. The 
analogy of continuing or executory contracts interrupted by 
an act not contemplated by the parties is not applicable ; 


Concurrent Jurisdiction in Admiralty. 


A NOVEL POINT in the law of concurrent jurisdiction was 
decided incidentally by the President in The Montrosa (Times, 
Ist inst.). The City of London Court is one of those county 
courts which have Admiralty jurisdiction concurrent with that 
of the Probate, Divorce and Admiralty Division of the High 
Court. Now in The Montrosa a firm of Canadian merchants 
had a claim for breach of charter-party against the owners of 
the ship. Before they brought an action on their claim the ship 
had been abandoned by her crew en voyage, but had been 
picked up by salvors. A salvage action in rem was brought in 
the Admiralty Division, the ship was sold by order of the 
Court, and the proceeds of sale remained in the custody of the 
Admiralty Registrar. At this stage the plaintiffs took pro- 
ceedings for breach of contract in the City of London Court 
against the owners of the proceeds of sale ; in other words, they 
purported to bring an action in rem against the vessel. But the 
foundation of such an action, of course, is the existence of a 
maritime res, and its arrest by process of the competent court. 
How were the plaintiffs (1) to effect arrest of the res (since the 
ship had been sold), and (2) to effect service of the writ on its 
owners? They, in fact, served the writ on the Admiralty 
Registrar of the High Court; of course, the writ took the 
form of a plaint note returnable in the City of London Court. 
Afterwards the action was transferred to the Admiralty Divi- 
sion of the High Court, where an unconditional appearance 
on behalf of the res (i.e., proceeds of the sale) was entered by 
the Admiralty Registrar, who held those proceeds, and pro- 
bably this unconditional appearance would in any event have 
waived any question of irregularity. But, in any case, the 
President. held that the proceedings in the City of London 
Court had been quite regularly initiated, notwithstanding 





that a court of concurrent jurisdiction—the Admiralty Divi- 
sion—had already arrested the ship and had seisin of its pro- 
ceeds. First, he held that the proceeds of a sale in court are 
equivalent to the res sold, and can be arrested in its place 
(Coote’s Admiralty Practice, 2nd .ed., 114; The Optima, 10 
Asp. N.S. 147). Secondly, he held that service on the Regis- 
trar of the court is a good service on the owners of the res—- 
i.e., the proceeds in court. And, thirdly, he held that a 
county court can arrest. a vessel already under arrest in the 
Hich Court (Rio Lima, L. R. 4 Ad. & Ece 157), and that 
therefore the same right exists to arrest the proceeds in 
another court of a ship already arrested and sold. So that 
the foundation of Admiralty jurisdiction in rem—namely, 
arrest of a res—was present when the plaint-note issuing 
from the City of London Court was served on the Admiralty 
Division Registrar. 


Plea of Barratry. 

Burt THE substantive point in The Montrosa (supra) was of 
a very different, although equally interesting, kind. I‘ con- 
cerned the meaning which should be attached to that common 
form phrase in charter-parties, ‘‘ Barratry of master, mariners 
or crew The plaintiffs had chartered The Montrosa to pro- 
ceed to Halifax or certain ports in Canada, and there load a 
cargo for the United Kingdom. But before doing so the ship 


was abandoned by her crew, who alleged that she had struck 
a mine. The shipowners then repudiated the charter-party, 
not on the ground that it had been rendered impossible by an 
unforeseen future event—for they had warranted in their 
charter-party possibility of pe rformance—but on the ground 


that the abandonment of the ship amounted to ‘‘ barratry,”’ 
and there was in the exceptions clause an exception of liability 
for damage due to “‘ barratry of master, mariners and crew.’’ 
As a matter of fact, at the trial, the owners attempted to 
prove that the crew had wilfully destroyed and removed two 
rivets, so that water might enter the vessel; and if this had 
been proved, of course their conduct would have undoubtedly 
amounted to ‘‘ barratry.’’ But they failed to prove it, and 
could rely only on the alleged improper abandonment of the 
ship by her crew in the belief that she had struck a mine. 
This, however, the President refused to treat as amounting to 
barratry, and so he found for the plaintiffs. “ Barratry ’’ cer- 
tainly suggests to one’s mind some positive act of malfeasance, 
or at least misfeasance by the crew ; mere non-feasance of their 
duty to navigate the ship, even if the abandonment was not 
in the circumstances justifiable, can scarcely come within the 


meaning of the term, 


The Protection of Liberty and Property—A Contrast, 
IN CONNECTION with our remarks last week upon the case of 
The King v. The C.O. of the Morn Hill Camp, Ee parte: 
Fe rguson, it may be pointed out that this case becomes more 
striking when compared with one of the group of the Singer 
Income Tax cases, Rex v. Aldrington, Houghton, and Hove 
Income Tax Commissioners, Ex parte A. M. Singer (32 
T. L. R. 421). This was an application for a writ of prohi- 
bition to the Income Tax Commissioners of the district, direct- 
ing them not to proceed on an assessment to income tax from 
profits derived by the applicant from foreign possessions, the 
ground alleged being that the applicant was not ordinarily 
resident in the district The Crown resisted the grant of the 
writ, maintaining that if the applicant had any remedy it was 
by appeal to the General Commissioners and not by prohibition. 
Under the Taxes Management Act, 1880, s. 57, sub-section 
3, a person aggrieved by an assessment is entitled to appeal 
to the General Commissioners within twenty-one days after the 
date of the notice of such assessment to the party charged 
therewith. The Crown urged, therefore, that as the applicant 
had this right of appeal the Court ought not to grant the 
writ of prohibition It was on this similar ground that the 
Court refused the writ of habeas corpys in the Morn Hill 
Camp case. There was a well-known course of procedure for 
appealing against the decisions of magistrates, the Court said, 
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and this being so they would not assist the applicant by the | 
remedy of the writ Sut in the Singer case, notwithstanding | 


the procedure by appeal of which the applicant for the writ 


of prohibition had not availed himself, the Court issued the 
writ directing the Commissioners not to proceed with the assess- 
ment The contrast between the denial of the writ protecting 
the liberty of the subject and the grant of a writ protecting 
the property of a wealthy person from assessment to income 
tax 1s certainly vei triking 
Changes in the Mode of Conducting Criminal | 

Trials. 

ENGLISHMEN READ with pleasure the unstinted praise 
which Americans bestow on the conduct of criminal trials 
in this country This praise is particularly directed to 
the large powers exercised by the presiding judge and to the | 


confidence of the Bar that these powers will be exercised with 
fairness and impartiality jut if we are to accept the state 
ment of the late Mr. E. D. Purce ct, in his recently published 
work, Forty Years at the Criminal Bar,’’ there was a time 
within living memory in which the excellence of our criminal 
procedure was by no means conspicuous Mr. Purce tt tells 


us that his early experiences of a trial conveyed the idea that 
it wa it formal preliminary to passing sentence upon the 
accused, who had the effrontery to plead not guilty No doubt 
was entertained of hi guilt, but it was necessary to make the 


jury realise it, and their untrained minds required guidance. 


The prisoner's counsel, often treated with scant courtesy and 


little consideration, was endeavouring to defeat justice, and 


his endeavour must bi promptly checked ; any point that he 


might make in the accused’s favour must instantly have its 
haselessness exposed Sir Peter Epix, who was judge in 
the metropolitan county courts for more than twenty years, 


is said to have regarded an acquittal as a personal insult, and 
to have been in the habit of interposing to displace anything 
favouring the defence which had been elicited in the cross 
examination At the present day, we are assured, while there 
is much less difficulty in obtaining an acquittal, there is much 
This improvement 


more difficulty in obtaining a conviction 
in the administration of criminal justice would seem to be 
due to the influence of particular judges rather than to differ- 


| 

ences in the course of business at assizes and sessions. | 
Americans who are interested in the reform of criminal pro | 
dure may be encouraged by the fact that in nearly all the | 
States the bench is respectable in point of character and is | 
occasional idorned by men of the highest eminence | 
. ; - ~ ne 
Aircraft Damage and Lessees. | 

Ir was realised on the first occurrence of air raids that 
damage caused thereby would raise difficult questions as to | 
the respective liability of lessor and lessee. These have had 
to be considered by practitioners, and as a rule such arrange- | 
ments were practicable have been made to provide that the | 
prospective loss should be covered by insurance, and that the | 
cost of the insurance should fall upon the person who was pro | 


perly liable under the lease One well-known difficulty is 


due to the discrepancy between the usual covenant in a lease. 


either by lessor or lessee, to insure against fire. and the terms 
of the insurance which is in fact granted by the office. The 


covenant in the lease is unqualified in its terms, for the drafts 


men of leases have not troubled themselves with the question 
of fire arising from civil tumult or war: but insurance git t 
hav e been more cautious, an | the ordinary fire poli Vy contains 
an exception of los by fire arising from such sper ial causes 
Particular provisions in a lease often, indeed, contain more 
extensive terms Thus the covenant to repair is not intre 
quently subject to an exception of damage by fire, storm, 
tempest or other inevitable accident ; and Mr. W. H. Russet, 
of Cheltenham, called attention a vear igo (see 59 Sontcrrors’ 
JOURNAL, p. 753) to a case in which, before the war, a lessee 
insisted on the proviso for suspension of rent being extended 
to damage by fire, storm, tempest, earthquake, or war 
But so far as the covenant to insure is concerned this is nearlv 


| them to a predecessor in title of the plaintiffs 





enant to insure generally against fire 


alway i ¢ 


A decision has now been given by Saroant, J., in Enlayde 
(Limited) v. Roberts (Times, 10th inst.), which, while it by 
no means covers all cases which may arise, settles for the 
present the duty of a lessor or lessee who has covenanted to 


| insure against fire without any qualification. In that case 


premises situated somewhere on the eastern side of the kingdom 
were destroyed by fire caused by enemy aircraft. This 
occurred in 1915, before the Government scheme of insurance 
against such damage had been established. The premises were 
demised by the freeholders to the defendant in the action by a 
lease which, apparently, contained the ordinary covenant by 
the lessee to insure against fire. The defendant sub-demised 
By the sub 
lease the lessee entered into a general covenant to repair 
‘except in case of destruction or damage by fire,’’ and the 
lessor covenanted to insure against loss or damage by fire in 
some insurance office of repute to be selected by her, and to 
lay out all insurance moneys received in reinstating the pre 
mises, and, in case of insufficiency, make good the insufficien: y 
out of her own moneys. An insurance was effected, but the 
poli y expressly stated that it was not to cover “loss or damage 
by or happening through earthquakes, invasion, foreign 
enemy, riot, civil commotion, or military or usurped power,” 
and it was not to cover ‘‘ loss or damage by explosion.’ 


Thus. unless a similar restriction could be read into the sub 
lessor’s covenant to insure, the position was that she had not 
effected a policy sufficient to satisiy her covenant to insure 
while, since the sub-lessees covenant to repair was subject 
to an exception of loss by fire, which was equally unqualified, 
they were under no liability in respect of their covenant 
Hence the loss must fall on the sub-lessor. An attempt was 
made on her behalf to avoid this result by arguing that the 
parties to the sub-lease contemplated that the insurance 
against fire would not in fact be absolute, but would be the 
ordinary qualified insurance which offices are in the habit 
of granting. The defence alleged: ‘‘ It is a usual and well 
known custom in all fire policies to exclude risks caused by the 
acts of foreign enemies, and the said custom was well known 
to the plaintiffs’’; and it was said that, by reason of this 
cu-tom, the covenant must not be read in its ordinary sense 
as requiring an insurance against fire generally, but in a 
secondary sense as requiring only an insurance in the form of 
the fire policy usually effected A similar question arose, and 
went to the Court of Appeal, in Yul & Co, v. Robson (1908, 
t K. B. 270), where, under a contract. for sale of cattle to be 
‘hipped from Buenos Ayres to Durban, the seller was to insur¢ 
against all risks.’ The seller took out a policy which con 


| tained an exception of certain risks, and the cattle were lost 


through an excepted risk: disease broke out on the voyage, 
the authorities forbade their being landed, and they had to 
be slaughtered. It was argued that the policy in this form 
was the policy ordinarily issued, unless a special premium was 
paid, and that in practice it was treated as an “‘all risks 

policy But both CHANNELL, J., and the Court of Appeal re 
jected this construction, and held that the words could not 
thus be cut down It is, indeed, a familiar rule of con- 
struction that words must be taken in their ordinary or primar) 
meaning unless a secondary meaning is necessitated by the 
special circumstances of the contract. The primary meaning, 
it has been said, prevails “‘ if these circumstances do not 
that is, deprive the words of all reasonable appli 


exclude it 
per COLERIDGE, 


cation according to such primary meaning ’”’ 


J.. in Shore v. Wilson (9 Cl. & F., p. 525). 


In accordance with these authorities, SARGANT, J., held i 
the present case that a covenant to insure against damage by 
fire extends to fire arising from any cause whatever, and hence 
the defendant was in default, and the loss fell upon her But 
it appears that there is more behind the point thus decided 
The freeholders had, by wise prevision, covered aircraft 
damage at Lloyd’s, and, in the course of his judgment, 
Sarcant, J., said that the underwriters had paid the free 
holders. and, on the ground that there had been a breach of 
the covenant to insure in the head lease, were claiming to be 
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subrogated to the rights of the lessor against the lessee. This 
action, the learned judge said, was against both lessee and sub- 
lessee, though the inclusion of the latter seems a little 
mysterious. This, however, is a question into which it would 
be premature for us to enter. But it is clear that the under- 
writer, on paying the assured his loss, is entitled to all his 
remedies against persons liable for the loss, and can sue in 
his name: Aing v. Victoria Insurance Co. (1896, A. C. 250) 
On the other hand, if the insurance had been effected with a 
fire office, any person interested could, before the moneys were 
paid over, have insisted on their being applied to the rein 
statement of the premises: Fires Prevention (Metropolis) Act, 
1774; Re Quicke’s Trusts (1908, 1 Ch. 887). It was pointed 
out by a correspondent time (59 SoLicitors 
JourNAL, 763) that the Act required to be extended in view 
of the present emergency, and the case before Sarcant, J., 
seems to emphasize the necessity for this. So far as can be 
gathered from his lordship’s judgment, the matter promises 
some interesting developments in the way of litigation, but 
the result, on legal lines, is not likely to be satisfactory 
tainly not to the sub-lessor, who is now held to be the party 
liable under the sub-lease, and who is presumably liable also 
under the head lease; nor to the public 
the whole question of loss through air raids ought, as we have 
frequently argued, to be treated on a wider principle than 
any at present applicable either under the ordinary law or 
under the Government scheme. The damage is due entirely 
to a condition of war for which the State and not the indi 
vidual is responsible, and the loss should fall on the State. 


some ago 


cer 


It seems clear that 








Costs of Abated Divorce Proceedings. 


An old maxim of law which is always coming up in unexpected 
places, actio pe rsonalis moritur cum persona, proved fata! to 
the applicant’s claim for costs in Maconachie v. Maconachie 
p. 57). A her husband for restitution of 
conjugal rights and he cross-petitioned for divorce, alleging 
adultery with a named co respondent. The suits were con- 
solidated by an order of the Divorce Court. Then before trial 
the husband died on active service, and, of course, both peti 
tions thereby abated. But the wife promptly applied for an 
order that the husband’s legal personal representative should 
pay her costs. 


(ante, wife sued 


It is a rule of practice in the Divorce Division that the hu 
band is liable for his wife’s costs in the normal course of events, 
whether she wins or loses, and whether he is petitioner or 
respondent : Cunningham v. Cunningham (1897.77 L. T. 405). 
The recognized exceptions are (1) where she is the guilty party 
and has separate estate, (2) where she is guilty and residing 
with her paramour, and (3) where she initiates an obviously 
Irivolous action—in which last case her solicitor may be saddled 
And the husband 
can be compelled to give security for her costs beforehand, even 


with an order to pay co ts personally. 
when she is petitioner—one of the points in which our divorce 
practice treats the husband rather hardly The principle 
appears to be that the wife is entitled to maintenance and pro 
tection by her husband, including protection against himself, 
until any dispute between them has been determined by a 
Court of Law: and 
to security for her costs in any kind of matrimonial suit. In 
the present proceedings, so far as in the events that had hap 
pened could be reasonably ascertained, if the suits had gone 
on the wife would have been entitled to the usual order fo 


hence her right to alimony pendente lite. 


costs, since her case did not appear to come within any of the 
exceptions mentioned above. 

But here comes the difficulty. The action is at an end: it 
has abated with the husband’s death. There is nothing before 
the Court which can be called a /is pe ndens And the personal 
representative of the husband is not before it in any conceiv 
able capacity. This seems to follow if matrimonial suits in 
the Divorce Courte are similar to personal actions at common 
law, since no statute provides for any modification of the 








maxim in their case. There is no governing authority on this 


point, and the question is arguable. All actions at common law 
were real or personal. A personal action was one for debt and 
or the recovery of a chattel, and might sound either 


in contract (debt, cove- 


damages, 
in tort (trespass, 
nant or assumpsit). 
action, but was subject to special considerations 


trover, 
Ejectment was, in theory, a personal 
On the other 
hand, a real action was one for the direct possession of pro- 
1 title or right of office, 
So far there is no doubt 
with suits in equity 


or case), OF 


j 
leguum, such 


] erty o1 
treated as analogous to property. 


some pP 
as to the character of common law actions; 
we are not concerned, since to them the maxim never applied. 
But was the standing, in the eyes of the common law, 
of matrimonial suits in the Ecclesiastical ? It is at 
least arguable that an action for restitution of conjugal rights, 
enforceable as it was by an order for specific performance, was 


W hat 
Courts 


but a real action for the recovery 


law divorce, however, being 


not a personal action at all, 
status A common 
sa et thoro, is less easy to regard as 
And proceedings for criminal 
purely 


of a right of 
merely for divorce a me 
other than a personal action 
conversation against the co-respondent were, of course, 
actions in tort The present jurisdiction of the Divorce Court 
is statutory, under the Divorce Act of 1857, and its statutory 
position would seem to be of a somewhat mixed character. On 
probably right in holding that 


rate, person il actions 


the whole, Shearman, J., was 
divorce proceedings are now, at any 
which abate with death 

But to the rule that personal ac abate on the death of 
either party the Court of Appeal recently established one im 
portant exception Brow Vv 4, (1906, 1 K. B. 563) 
If there is a fund in Court, then the Court has sometl 
its hands after the abate It will entertain applica 
tions concerning this fund, and on payment out it will 
regard to the the abated 
For this reason it was that the husband’s legal personal repre 
costs in Cun? ingham 


tion 


Niveene 
ing in 
action 
have 
position of parties undet action. 
sentatives were ordered to pay the wife’s 
v. Cunningham (supra), and the same principle was applied 
in respect of alimony in Le Stillwell: Brodred v. Stillwell 
(1916, 1 Ch. 365). But no such fund was in court in the pro 
ceedings before SHEARMAN, J., and so he refused to make any 
order as to costs 

His lordship pointed out, however, that probably 
has an alternative remedy open to her against the husband’s 


the wife 
legal personal representative Hle seemed to suggest a common 
represent itive 
the 


law action by her solicitor against the husband’ 
to recover his solicitor and client 
wife We need hardly say that a wife is at law 
her husband for the obtaining ol necessarie 


necessaries ot 
the agent of 
and that the 
ereditor of het 


the equital le doctrine ol 


costs a 


upplies necessaries is treated as a 
Also. h 
subrogation, any person who lends the wife mone 
the 
them, and can sue the hushand in his place 
mentary prin iples, but. their application to the 
where the alleged necessary is the legal assistance required for 
taking or defending proc eedings in the Divorce Court, is not 
A husband has been held liable to pay the 
costs of successful divorce prov eedings instituted against him 
Ottaway v. Hamilton (3 CG. P. D. 393) ot 
cerning settlement Wilson v. Ford (1868, L. R 
of proceedings against him for breach of the peace 
Rookes (1839, 10 Ad. & E. 47); but not of assault pro eedings 
Grindell Godmond 1836, | N ¢ P 168) 


person who 
principal, the husband 
to} urchase 
upplies 


ele 


necessaries steps into the shoes of creditor who 
These are 


pecial Case, 


very well settled 


advice con 
3 Ex. 63); 
T wrner Vv. 


legal 


N. & The 
of what is reasonably necessary for her protection enters in, 
presump- 
between hus 
to regard the 
as based on 


question 


and there does not seem to be any clear prima facr 


necessity in the case of legal proceedings 


band and wife. It is, 
Divorce Court rules about a wife’s right to costs 


tion ot 


perhaps, going too tat! 


their supp sed character of a legal necessary 


Limited) at their 
idend at the rate of 


5th January, 


Alliance Assurance Company 


declared an interim d 


tax, which | be payable on 


tors of the 
the 15th inst., 
Ss. per are, less income 


1917. 
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[ue Court allowed the appeal 
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Review S. Lord Cozens-Harpy, M.R., said that for many years it had been the 
_ 1 ’ practice for commissioners to assess the duty in respect of foreign 
Books of the Week posse ions under section 106 of the Income Tax Act. 1842, but it was 
i Kensingt Income Tax Commission v. Aramayo (1916, 1 








Criminal Law ‘ ul Appeal Cases. Reports of Cases \. ©, 215) that section 108 alone applied to such cases, and that the duty 
In the Uo t ( py il, Pull 24, 3] Anugu 22.5 p mber | du Bristol, Liverp ol, or Glasgow Having re 
21, October 16, 191 } dby Herman Cony Barrister-at-] red f t Finance Act, 1915, his lordship proceeded 
Vol. 12. Pa , ‘ v Ha | | be sufficient t tate the conclusions to which he had arrived 

| ‘ ! I regard t« Lie recent ade sion The machinery under whi h 

i \ \ ) inter t i I | ler s DD s levied involved two sets of commis 

Note Ltd ) | r : 
| first the additional mimissioners and next the general commi 

ers No Crow debt ex ed until the assessment made by the 
" rime ad been nfis i by the latte ee section 80 of the Taxes 
Correspondence. aes chads tour Lael Woeaieac as Ok ee ee "28 

t ‘ ‘ | ate t t Mert , CUuUSE, ‘ . eoLVU 
‘ 4 > \ he d ! i that case was on section 108. the reasons given 

Maitre (;aston de Leval’s Lecture plainh fiected section 10: His lordship thought that the contention 

[To the Edit f the S Jou 1 Weekly : the Crown that the general words in the first part of section 32 of the 
/ LYL5, or ina rT ena nent relating to income tax, in- 

s lt 1 ‘ j | h know that | ded section 103, a therefore applied to income tax on foreign 
Ma ( De | ‘ , B Bar) tod wor | P ns rT s ion 108 only made an exception in that 
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da 7 1 ' Old Hall. Lincoln's Inn. | Som 5, Of section 5, oF the Ast of Eats ao retrospective 
, —/ ' , : : RN ,, ty , “ca } part t ect | apply to a Charge created eiore the zord 
ne t a WwW et ; _ iter . Ma | Leval s ob 1 be pli | Le mber, 1915, | roms commissi ners so far his lordship 
wom ‘ , a . eed ] the D Court. But in the present case there was 

t } hich tl ection could operate, as it dealt only witl 

' ; “Ve . ~ , . ! id been fully and ‘effectively ‘‘ charged 
Ilon. Seere ury of Lecture by the « ned tion of the additional and neral commis 
_ ‘ \ ( rks A clation ! ind that event had not happened The words ‘ may be 
12. New Lineol Inn. W.( N mber 15 urged ind ' ! in the sub-section must both mean com 
te irged, and here there had been no such charge That con 
ild not, however, lead to the disastrous results which had 
“ASES ~ TH E WEE K been su ted In the present case it would be impossible to assess 
+ nt OF “4 ° S r for the year 1911-1912, because of the time limit imposed by 
t | Act, 1907 23 (2 But as to any subsequent years, an 
. additional first ass« right be made by additional commissioners 
Court of Appeal. | tir for the } ‘ e Singer ord narily re ded vhich might be 
firmed by the general commissioners. The appeal mus 

REX v. SOUTHAMPTON INCOME TAX COMMISSIONERS. £2 part be all d, with costs. — 

SINGER. No. 1. 13th, 16th and 17tli October; 6th November BaNKes and Warrinectron, L.JJ., delivered judgment to the same 
REVENU! [> ME | , , 1 For pe k ONS \ r effect, the f ner hse 1 that prima f re it would appear unlikely 
smaden . \ SSESSMENT—CION that the Les ut ild desire to protect and render valid any pro 
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6 VI 106 | ‘ r Act, 1880 5 & 44 lwardes-Jones; Sir G. ¢ e, S.-G., and 7. H. Parr (for Raymond 
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. ' ae : [Reported by H. Lanerorp Lawis, Barrister-at-Law.] 


UHLIG v, UHLIG AND DUKE OF CHATEAU-THIERRY. No. 1. 





ef ‘ cA ‘ j 13th November. 

: s . F DIVORCE ( 3TODY OF CHILDREN—DECREE GIVING CUSTODY TO HUSBAND 
el / j / ' f conf , 4 ; tH \ND AN ENEMY ALIEN THEN [| NTERNED—SUBSEQUENT REPATRIA 
yi ; ' 4 , oh ; sak: rlioN—CLAIM TO HAVE CHILDREN SENT TO GERMANY, SUBJECT TO 

/ f ‘ , ere { ERTAKING—UNDERTAKING UNENFORCEABLE—PUBLIC POLICY, 
bD | 19) 7 . | 1 Ge m resident in E nglan 1, but not naturalized, married a Dutcl 
Ay ; ; Yu ; WS «Gaiety ate amine al a | fady in 1898, two children being born of the me rriage. In 1915 a decree 
Di. vt a 2 (] Red : cd . ; tee ae : ; jor diaaolution of the 1 age on the ground of the wife's adultery was 
. : ws : : . : ‘ ae € oe le ont husband pet tion, he being then interned, Subsequently 
~ Boe ' we ry os lent rried the co-re pondent, and the husband was re 
( | | I 1) n of Hampshire } The respondent and petitioner having both applied for th 


en. an order was made in the Divorce Division that 


I ip} . : j 
En 1. and led at N m ( rt HH j ; In Octobe 1915 - oy ty sent back to Germany, subject to their father giving a 
, "| Held (re ng Shearman, J.), that the order must be discharged, 
th ] ia lor I nit ion or , ry to publi p licy that any Briti h aubiecta should 4 
y ( | { - | ne 1 ‘ ( t during war to the enemy country, and that the proposed under 
’ — nforceahle 











103 | \ t o1 f three wet ‘ nm | \ t in a divorce suit from an order of Shearmar 

L, " Brist | t fore the ent s invalid J f 13th October, 1916 The petitioner is a German subject 

I} I lL Dece } and | had lived here for some twenty-five years before the war without having 

t nt 106 or en naturalized, and married the respondent, a lady of Dutch extra 

14¢ I I i " t re ' ti 1th February, 1898, in London. There were two children o1 

t me ta y be ed ‘ . Schedules ! he marriage In 1913, disputes having arisen between tl 

D E by « t for ; ! re he reside and if parties, a deed of separation was executed containing provisions as t 

‘ pe i tor mencemet! { the Act e cus ly of the children, who were to live with each of the parents 

t ! é i l by re ! f that person not | alternately Shortly after the outbreak of war the husband was in- 

I I 1 t I I By sub-section (2), | terned. In 1915 he presented a divorce petition, naming the Duke ot 

sect l( l I \ct ! | t ft this ( at u Phierry is Cf respondent. The petition was undefended, and 

ect imit ' | the A a decree nisi was made on 6th December, 1915, and made absolute s 

( Le | 1 that ective effect did not " ths later The decree pr vided that both children, a girl the 

< i toa ( , | aged seventeen, and a boy of fourteen, were to remain in the custod 

lid t ! of the petitioner, but not to be removed out of the jurisdiction witho 

t ! | ! ' | at the sancti of the Court. On Ist J ily the husband was sent back 

ld ta t 1G rman) and 27th J ily the respondent and « respondent we 

‘. , ed ; ‘ j , ‘ " e | married On 10th October the respondent, who desired to remove t! 

the Act was passed The D mal Cour ed the ntentions. lren to France, applied by summons that she might be given the ir 
und three days later a summons was issued on behalf of the 
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petitioner, asking that the children might be sent to him. The re- 
spondent also commenced proceedings in the Chancery Division for the 
purpose of making the children wards of court. Both summonses were 
heard together. Shearman, J., dismissed the wife's summons, and 
ordered that the children should be sent to the petitioner in Germany, 
subject to his giving an undertaking that the boy should be sent to 
school at or near Geneva, and that the girl should be sent to live near 
him. The respondent appealed. 

Tue Cover allowed the appeal. 

Lord Cozens-Harpy, M.R., said the appeal raised important and 
interesting questions as to the custody of two children whose parents 
had been divorced at the instance of the husband, a German subject 
who had carried on business for many years in London, and after 
having been interned had been repatriated, and was now living in 
Germany. There was evidence that the boy, who could scarcely speak 
German intelligibly, was in a delicate state of health, and required 
special attention in the matter of food and clothing. There was no 
ground for supposing that there was any lack of affection on the part 
of either the mother or the father towards the children. There was 
considerable property on both sides, the lady’s father being a man of 
ample wealth, but the Court ought never to allow the question of the 
custody of a child to be settled by the weight of money-bags on eithef 
side. It was strongly argued that the petitioner, being an alien enemy 
now abroad, was not entitled to be heard in an English court on his 
own application. That might be so but for his wife’s earlier summons, 
and his lordship thought that on that he ought to be heard in defence 
of his right to his children. But the order made by the learned Judge 
was one very difficult to support. [His lordship having read it, pro 
ceeded :] It was to the effect that the children should be sent to Ger 
many subject to an undertaking by the father that they should then 
go to and reside in Switzerland. That undertaking he could only 
describe as ridiculous; it was inconceivable that it could ever be en 
forced. It was a startling proposition that the Court should be asked 
to order that two undoubtedly British subjects should be sent to the 
country of an alien enemy, and the order could not stand. Proceedings 
had also been begun in the Chancery Division, but out of respect for the 
learned Judge below, it would be better not to send the case there, but 
to discharge the order except so far as it granted an injunction to 
restrain the respondent from removing the children out of the jurisdic- 
tion, and send the case back to him to consider what order ought to be 
made for the custody, maintenance and education of the children, it 
being understood that they were not to be sent to Germany. The 
custody could not now be given to the father, as considerations of public 
policy must prevent the Court from ordering any British subjects to be 
sent to Germany. 

WarrincTon, L.J., delivered judgment to the same effect, observing 
that the order made by the learned Judge below was open to the fatal 
objection that it was proposed to send the children out of the juris 
diction without exacting any undertaking from anybody to bring them 
back again, and 

Scruttron, L.J., concurred.—Counset, Sir Edward Carson, K.C., 
Rawlinson, K.C., and Barrington Ward; Hume Williams, K.C., and 
Bayford. Soricrrors, H. P. Becher; Lewis & Lewis. 

[Reported by H. Lsnororp Lewis. Barrister-at-Law.] 


MODERN TRANSPORT CO. (LIM.) v. DUNERIC STEAMSHIP CO. 
(LIM.) 2nd, 3rd and 10th November. 


SHIPPING—Time CHARTER—RESTRAINT OF PRINCES—REQUISITION BY 
ADMIRALTY—PAYMENT OF HIRE—CHARTERERS’ CLAIM TO SUSPEND 
SHIPOWNERS’ CLAIM TO WITHDRAW VESSEL FOR NON-PAYMENT. 


A vessel hired by charterers under a time charter, which contained 
certain restrictions on the user of the ship and certain exceptions, but 
gave the charterers the option of sub-letting, was requisitioned by the 
Admiralty from the shipowners and kept for the period of its employ 
ment. The Admiralty hire rate was substantially less than the charter 
hire. The charterers contended that in the circumstances they were 
under no legal liability for hire during that time. The dispute between 
the parties was referred to arbitration, and it was agreed that the ship- 
owners should receivé the hire payable by the Admiralty without pre 
judice to any question. The shipowners, before any award was made, 
insisted on payment of hire due ona certain date, and that being 
refused, gave notice purporting to withdraw the vessel. Thereupon the 
charterers brought an action claiming an injunction to restrain the 


shipowners interfering with the vessel until the termination of the time | 


charter. The shipowners ‘counter-claimed for the hire. The defend 
ants recovered judgment against the plaintiffs on their counter-claim, 
and from that judgment the plaintiffs appealed. The main question 
argued on appeal was whether the plaintiffs (the charterers) continued 
liable to pay the hire while the vessel was under Admiralty requisition. 

Heid, that the charterers were liable. 

Decision of House of Lords in F. A. Tamplin Steamship Co. v. Anglo 
Mexican Products Co. (1916, 2 A. C. 397) followed. 


Appeal by the plaintiffs from a judgment of Sankey, J., on a counter- 
claim which determined that the plaintiffs were liable to pay hire of 
the s.s. Duneric under a time charter for the period during which she 
was requisitioned by the Government, although the amount paid by 


the Government was substantially less than the chartered hire. The | 


plaintiffs contended that during the period when the ship was under 
requisition they no longer had the use of the ship, that there was an 
entire failure of consideration, and that they were under no legal liability 





for hire during that time. The defendants recovered judgment against 
the plaintiffs on the counter-claim for £8,627 Os. 9d., and from that 
judgment the plaintiffs appealed. The defendants agreed to let and the 
plaintiffs to hire the s.s. Duneric for twelve months at the rate of 
£2,350 per calendar month from 15th April, 1915, the owners retaining 
the power to withdraw the vessel in default of punctual and regular 
payments of hire. The charter party contained restrictions as to the 
trades in which the vessel was to be employed, and also as to the 
limits of voyages. On 21st May, 1915, the vessel was requisitioned by 
the Admiralty, the hire being at the rate of £1,173 15s. Under the 
circumstances disputes arose between the parties. The defendants con- 
tended that the charter party was subsisting, and therefore the charter 
hire was still payable by the plaintiffs. The plaintiffs, on the other 
hand, contended that by reason of the requisition they were absolutely 
free of the charter. The defendants claimed that a month’s hire was 
due, and this being refused a commercial gentleman, as arbitrator, 
was appointed on each side, and at the suggestion of the arbitrators it 
was agreed that the defendants should receive the hire payable by the 
Admiralty without prejudice to any question. On 2nd November the 
Admiralty gave notice that the vessel would be discharged shortly from 
Government service. By this time the conditions of the freight market 
were changed, and when the vessel was surrendered it would be more 
advantageous to the owners to be free from the residue of the charter 
party. On llth November the defendants sent a debit note for the 
chartered hire in advance for a month up to 15th December, and they 
gave credit for the Admiralty hire, threatening to withdraw the vessel 
if the money was not paid. The plaintiffs replied that the question of 
their liability was under arbitration. The defendants, nevertheless, 
insisted on payment on 19th November, and in default of payment gave 
notice purporting to withdraw the vessel. The plaintiffs brought the 
action which was heard on 10th December, with the result that the 
interim injunction was continued whereby the plaintiffs were to have 
the undisturbed use of the ship until 16th May, when on the termina 
tion of the time charter and the completion of the current voyage the 
plaintiffs redelivered her to the defendants. Upon this appeal the only 
question was whether the plaintiffs continued liable to pay the monthly 
hire while the vessel was under AdmiraJty requisition. No question was 
raised as to any apportionment between the owners and the hire char 
terers of the Admiralty hire 

Swinren Eapy, L.J., in the course of his judgment, after stating 
the facts as above, said the question thus raised by the plaintiffs 
was completely covered by the decision of the House of Lords in 
ie ale Tamplin Steamship Co. vy. Anglo-Mexican Products Co. 
(supra), and the appeal failed. But there remained the question raised 
by the defendants’ cross notice of appeal. They asked for a declaration 
that they were entitled to withdraw the vessel by reason of non-pay 
ment of hire; that the notice of withdrawal given on 19th November 
was valid, and that since that date the plaintiffs had no right to any 
further use of the vessel under the charter party. They did not claim 
any consequential damage, nor did they offer to repay the charter hire 
they received from December, 1915, to May, 1916. But they claimed 
a dissolution of the injunction and an inquiry as to damages in respect 
of the interim injunction—+.¢., in respect of the six days’ user of the 
vessel by the plaintiffs from 4th December, 1915, when she was actually 
restored by the Admiralty, to 10th Der ember, when the action was 
tried. In his lordship’s opinion they were not entitled to anticipate 
the arbitrators’ decision and withdraw the vessel by notice of 19th 
November, when the matter was sub judice (see per Lord Caif ms, 
Hughes v. Vetropolitan Railway Co., 2 App Cas., at p. 450) He 
thought that the interim injunction was properly granted and continued 
at the hearing, and that the plaintiffs ought not to be required to make 
any payment to the defendants in respect thereto. The appeal and 
cross appeal would both be dismissed with costs, with the usual set-off 
on taxation 

Bankes, L.J., and A. T. Lawrence, J., concurred.—Counset, for the 
plaintiffs, A. A. Roche, K.C., 2. A. Wright; and Le Queane ; for the de 
fendants, Mackinnon, K.C., and Paeburn. Soricrrors, Downtng, 
Handcock, Middleton, & Lewis, for Bolam, Middleton, & Co., Sunder 
land: Holman, Fenwick, & Wilan 

[Reported by Ersxtne Rerp, Barrister-at-Law.] 





High Court—Chancery Division. 


Re BLAKE. GAWTHORNE +, BLAKE. Eve,J. 20th October. 

CONVERSION—RUILDING AGREEMENT—OPTION TO PURCHASE FREEHOLD 
REVERSION—NOTICE TO EXERCISE OPTION—DEATH OF PURCHASER 
INSOLVENT BEFORE COMPLETION—-RE-ENTRY BY VENDOR 


The giving of a notice to exercise an option of purchase of realty 
operates as a conversion once for all of the realty into pe rsonalty, and 
the mere fact that the purchase is not completed owing to the death of 
the purchaser does not prevent the conversion from continuing, nor 


does re-entry by the vendor operate ag a reconversion, 


In 1897 certain freehold premises were the subject of a building 
agreement, under which, in certain events, leases were to be granted 
to a Mr. Malev or his nominees, and wherein was contained a clause 
enabling him to purchase the freehold reversion in the whole or any 
part of the premises at the price therein mentioned, provided that he 
gave notice before 24th June, 1900, of his desire to purchase, and it 
was declared that he was, as from the date of such notice, to be deemed 





72 
the purchaser of such re‘ 
having then become entitled to leases of twenty houses erected on part 
of the premises, gave notice of his desire to purchase the freehold 
reversion, and, according to the terms of the contract, that purchase 
should completed on 25th December following, but the pur 
chaser died on the very day fixed for completion in an impecunious 
condition In these circumstances no steps were taken by the trustees 
of the vendor to enforce the contract, and ultimately, after the lapse 
of another year, they exercised their power of re-entry under the build 
ing agreement and resumed By this summons the question 
was raised whether the notice to exercise the option had converted the 
realty into personalty. It was argued on behalf of those entitled to 
the estate that there had been no conversion, inasmuch as the 
purchase had never been completed and that the principle laid down 
in Lawes vy, Bennett (1 Cox, 167) ought not to be extended. 

Eve, J It has ued on behalf of the the 
estate the testator’s will that, inasmuch as the notice exercising 
the option never had any effective operation, the Court ought not to 
hold that the notice brought about a final conversion of the realty into 
en if the notice operated in the first instance to work 
ersion, it is sug that subsequent events worked a re 

Che result to which this argument, if sound, would lead 
that between the date of the vendor's death and the giving 
then between the date of giving 
ascertainable, but 
was obvious that the 


have bee n 


possession 


heen arg devisees of real 


under 


personalty Ev 
the 


conversion 


conv rgested 
would be 
of the notice the property was realty, 
and date not very easily 
would at the earliest have the date when it 
contract would earried out, and at the latest the date of re 
entry, the property was personalty, and finally, at the uncertain date 
to which | have just referred, it reverted to its original character and 
became again realty No authority has been cited for such a proposi 
tion, and I do not think that | ought to accede to an argument calcu 
lated to introduce so much uncertainty and « The impossi 
bility alone of fixing in many cases the exact date of the final recon 
I think, a sufficient answer to the argument. In my opinion 
well settled by the authorities that the giving of the notice 
as a conversion once for all, and I can 
hold that the mere fact that the 
ption was not followed by completion of the purchase pre 
vented the conver which had actually taken place, from continuing 
to subsist But it is further argued that, although this may be the 
result in an ordinary case where a simple option is exercised, there are 
in this contract special terms by which, in the event which has hap 
pened, that result is averted, and reliance is placed on the following 
proviso at the end of the clause giving the option as embodying those 
terms Provided always, and it is hereby declared, that the power 
hereinbefore contained shall not be exercisable by the tenant if at 
any time before the actual completion of such purchase the vendor shall 
have exer: ised or shall have taken any pro eedings for the purpose of 
exercising the powers’ of re-entry. I do not see how that proviso can 
be construed as undoing that which has already been done, as restoring 
the same conditions as would have subsisted if no notice had been 
given and no contract to purchase had been thereby set on foot. All 
it means is that if between the exercise of the option and the actual 
completion of the purchase the vendor re-enters, it shall not be obli 
gatory on the vendor to complete. In other words, the proviso recog 
nizes the existence of the contract, but relieves the vendor from the 
obligation to carry it out. The property is, in my opinion, personalty, 
and has been so since 28th September, 1899.—CouNnseL, Luxmoore (for 
Errington, serving with H.M. forces); Vasey; Manning; McMullan 
(for L. W. Byrne, serving with H.M. forces). Soxrcrrors, Mackrell, 
Maton, Godlee, d Quincey; Ernest Bevis & Son, for Wilson & Sons, 
laylor, Hoare, & Jelf, for Nodder & Threlhowan, 


notice some other which 
been 


not be 


ontusion. 


version 18 
it 1s 
exercising the option operated 
not, in face of 
exercise of the 


iuthorities, 


those 


1oOn, 


Salisbury ; 

Salisbury 

[Reported by 8. E 

HENRIQUES v. DEPREZ AND OTHERS. 
19th, 20th, and 26th October. 


Witirams, Barrister-at-Law.] 


Re DEPREZ. Neville, J. 


Wi! 
INTO 
My 

1 testator by his 

Ata wife, hia children and their childre nu th power to hia trustees to 

allocate to the share of one which he (the testator) 

might hold in the ventures of that son, and by hia codicil declared that 
all summa of money appearing im hia hooks of account to have 
advanced by him to that son, with the exception of a certain annual 
allowance, should, in default of any direction to the contrary under 
his hand, he brought into hotehpot. There were two books of account 
in the testator’s own handwriting, shewing advances to that son. Moat 
of the advances were before Ath Oct her. 1913, the date of the codicil, 
but not all, and the itema had been recayntulated in an account-book 
of a later date 

Held, that the words in the codicil were worda ide ntifying sums to 
be brought into account, and were not mere words of reference. 

Held, further, that only suma advanced up to the date of the codicil. 

20th October, 1913, 

brought into account, and, accordingly, there must be an inquiry whether 

any and what sums of money appeared in the testator’s books of account 
by entries made prior to the date of the codicil to have been advanced 
by him to Ata 4on 


Re Arbuthnot, Arbuthnot v 


Copici.—TRUSsTs For CHILDREN—DIRECTION In CopIcit TO BRING 
Horcnpor ADVANCES TO ONE SON—ADVANCES ‘‘ APPEARING IN 
Books or ACCOUNT ENTRIes AFTerR THE Date oF THE CopDiciL 


will left hia prope rty upon CF rlain ftruata for 


son certain shares 


be en 


as appearing by entries made hefore were to be 


Arbuthnot (1915, 1 CA. 422). considered 


ersion. Mr. Maley, on 28th September, 1899, | 


| the codicil as 


| of the items in the books, but admitted certain of them. 
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This was an originating summons to determine what sums should be 
brought into hotchpot as against one son in the division of the testator’s 
estate between his children. The testator made his will in 1909, and 
died in 1915. He made a codicil to his will on 20th October, 1913. By 
his will he gave the residue of his estate to his executors upon trust 
for sale and conversion, and after payment thereout of his debts, testa 
mentary expenses and funeral expenses, and pecuniary legacies upon 
trust, to invest the residue thereof and to pay one-third of the income 
to his wife for life, and to hold his residuary trust fund, subject to 
his wife’s interest therein, as to one-third upon trust for one son and 
his children, as to another third upon trust for a daughter and her 
children, and as to the remaining third upon trust for a son and his 
children, and with regard to this last gift, which was to his son Edmund, 
there was a declaration in the will, as follows: ‘‘I declare, without 
seeking to limit the full discretion hereinafter given to my trustees, 
that if my trustees shall think it desirable they may, in ascertaining 
the share of my said son Edmund, allot as part thereof any investment 
I may have made in the firm of J. & Co. or in connection therewith, or 
in any business in Canada in which my said son may be or have been 
engaged or employed, such investment to be taken at the price or value 


| appearing in respect thereof in my books at the last balance-sheet or 


account completed prior to my death.’’ There was a declaration in 
follows: ‘‘L declare that all sums of money appearing 
in my books of account to have been advanced by me to my son Edmund 
(exclusive of any annual allowance which I have from time to time 
made or shall hereafter make to him or to trustees for him), shall, in 
default of any direction to the contrary in writing, under my hand, 
be brought into hotchpot in the division of the residuary trust fund 
between my children or their issue, as against my said son.’’ There 
were only two small books of account left by the testator which con 
tained entries of sums apparently paid by the testator to Edmund or 
to persons for his benefit in respect of speculations in land in Canada. 
All the entries were in the testator’s own writing. The first book con 
tained entries from soon after the date of the will up to 1912. The 
second book existed in May, 1913, but, under a date January, 1914, 
there was a certain summary of items. The son disputed the accuracy 
Among other 
Arbuthnot 


case of Re Arbuthnot, 


vult. 


the recent 
Cur, adv, 


cases referred to was 
\ Irbuthnot (supra). 

NEVILLE, J., reviewed the authorities, and said : On the construction 
of this will the testator has not directed anything to be brought into 
hotchpot except sums appearing in his account-books under the entries 
of advances. The words are words identifying the sums to be brought 
into account, and not mere words of reference to possible future sums. 
The entries made prior to the date of the codicil, which is 20th October, 
1913, are incorporated in the will, but entries made after that date are 
not receivable either as part of the will or as evidence of advances 
Chere must, therefore, be an inquiry as to what sums of money appeared 
in the account-books to have been advanced to Edmund Deprez prior 
to that date.—CounseL, Sheldon, for the plaintiffs; Ward Coldridge, 
K.C., and Swords (for Byrne, serving with His Majesty’s Forces), for 
Edmund Duprez; 1. J. Mackay, for the daughter; Bryan Farrer, for 
the widow and infant son and settlement trustee of auction; Aovill, 
for the testator’s widow. Soticrrors, Hlkin & Henriques; Colyer & 
Colyer; Witty & Co Nicholl, Manisty, & Co. 

[Reported by L. M. Mar, Barrister-at-Law.] 


' Kings Bench Division. 
WEBB v. BAKER. Div. Court. 12th and 13th October. 
-ContTract To SupeLty RABBITS TO 


UNFIT FOR 
Act, 


Loca, GOVERNMENT—-UNsouND MEAT 
WorKHOoUsSE—DELIVeRY aT WoORKHOUSE—REJECTION AS 
Foop—Serzure aT WorkHOUse—PosseEssioN—PusLic HEALTH 
1875 (38 & 39 Vicr. c. 55), ss. 116 anp 117. 

Deliveries of rabbits made at a workhouse, under a contract to 
supply the workhouse as the Guardians should order. One consignment 
of twenty-two rabbits was delivered at the workhouse, and was found 
to be unfit for human food. Notice was given to the contractor that 
the rabuits were rejected, and requiring him, according to the terms of 
the contract, to remove them. As the rabbits were not removed, the 
master of the workhouse called in the Medical Ofncer of Health and 
the Inspector of Nuisances, and the rabbits were seized. Justices con- 
demned the rabbits as unfit for human food, having found that when 
they were seized they were in the possession of the contractor. 

Held, that there was no evidence to justify the finding that the rabbits 
were, at the time of seizure, in the possession of the contractor within 


the meaning of section 117 of the Public Health Act, 1875. 


Case stated by justices at Brentford. The appellant, Webb, was 
charged, under the Public Health Act, 1875, with having, on 13th 
October, 1915, unlawfully deposited at the Brentford Union Workhouse, 
for the purpose of sale, twenty-two rabbits intended for the food of man, 
then belonging to him, and which were, when in his possession, lawfully 
seized by the Inspector of Nuisances, and afterwards duly adjudged to 
be unsound, and ordered to be destroyed. The appellant, a provision 
merchant, entered into a contract on 29th September, 1915, with the 
Brentford Guardians to supply ‘‘ best English wild rabbits.’’ They 
were to be delivered at the workhouse at such times and manner as the 
Guardians should order. Rejected goods were to be removed by, and 
at the expense of, the appellant within seven days after notice given to 


were 
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him of the rejection. If not so removed, the Guardians might cause the 
goods or materials to be removed, and charge the contractor with all 
expenses incurred in such removal. On an order given by the Guardians, 
twenty-two rabbits, skinned and packed in a wooden case, were delivered 
at the Brentford Workhouse on 13th October, 1915, at 10.17 a.m. The 
case was opened immediately on its arrival, and in the presence of the 
master of the workhouse, and the rabbits were found to be in a bad and 
stinking condition. He telephoned to the appeilant’s manager, stating 
that the rabbits would be rejected under the contract, and asking 
whether the appellant would send for them, or whether the master 
should have them destroyed. The manager would neither agree to send 
for them nor have them destroyed, as he asserted they were quite fit for 
food, and that he and the appellant had seen them packed on the 
previous afternoon. The master reported to the Guardians, who were 
sitting, and they instructed him to call in the district medical officer of 
health. On the same day, at 12.15 p.m., the medical officer and the 
inspector of nuisances inspected the rabbits at the workhouse, and they 
found them so decomposed that they must have been unfit for human 
food on the previous afternoon. The inspector seized the rabbits, and 
on the same day they were adjudged by justices to be unfit for food, 
and ordered to be destroyed. The appellant did not call evidence to 
prove that the rabbits were not deposited by him at the workhouse for 
the purpose of sale, or were not intended tor the food of man. The 
justices found : (a) That the rabbits were deposited at the Brentford 
Workhouse by the appellant for the purpose of sale, and intended for 
the food of man, and were then unsound and unfit for the food of man; 
(b) that when seized by the inspector of nuisances the rabbits were in 
the appellant’s possession ; and (c) that the rabbits were duly seized by 
the inspector, and were lawfully condemned, and ordered to be destroyed, 
as being unfit for human food. The applicant, on these findings, was 
convicted and fined. The questions for the opinion of the Court were 
whether there was any evidence that the rabbits had been deposited for 
sale by the appellant at the workhouse, and whether there was any 
evidence of an offence under the Public Health Acts. By the Public 
Health Act, 1875, section 116: ‘‘ Any medical officer of health or in- 
spector of nuisances may at all reasonable times inspect and examine 
any animal carcase, meat . exposed for sale, or deposited in any 
place for the purpose of sale, or of preparation for sale, and intended 
for the food of man... and if any such animal carcase, meat 

appears to such medical officer or inspector to be diseased he may 
seize and carry away the same, in order to have the same dealt with by 
a justice.”’ By section 117: ‘‘ If it appears to the justices that any 
animal carcase ... so seized is diseased 
same, and order it to be destroyed . . . to prevent it from being exposed 


for sale, or used for the food of man, and the person to whom the same | 


belongs, or did belong, at the time of exposure for sale, or in whose 
possession or on whose premises the same was found, shall be liable to 
a penalty not exceeding £20. . ’* The appeal was allowed. 

Lord Reapina, C.J., said : Two points had been raised ; first, whether 
there was evidence to justify the finding by the justices that the rabbits 
were deposited for the purpose of sale by the appellant on the date in 
question ; and, secondly, whether when the rabbits were seized by the 
inspector of nuisances they were in the possession of the appellant. 
Both questions must be answered as the justices answered them if the 
conviction is to be affirmed. If we come to the conclusion that 
the rabbits were not deposited by the appellant for the purpose of sale 
within the meaning of the statute, the conviction cannot stand, notwith- 
standing that the rabbits might be in the possession of the appellant at 
the material time; and equally, if we hold that the rabbits were de 
posited for the purpose of sale by the appellant, but were not in his 
we pean at the material time, the conviction cannot stand. We have 

ad an interesting argument on both points, but having regard to the 
view we take on the second point, it becomes unnec essary to decide, and 
we do not propose to decide the first point. Upon the second point we 
have come to the conclusion that there was no evidence to justify the 
finding that the rabbits were at the material time in the possession of 
the appellant. There is, no doubt, considerable force in the contention, 
based upon a strict and somewhat narrow construction of the word 
possession, that there was sufficient evidence to support the justices’ 
finding, but in our view the word “ possession ”’ in section 117 should be 
given a popular, and not a narrow, construction. 

Riptry, J., and Low, J., concurred. Appeal allowed.—Counset, 
Macmorran, K.C., and Naldrett, for the appellant ; Disturnal, K.C., and 
Morle, for the respondent. Sorictrors, Wilfrid Firth, Brentford, for 
appellant ; Charles Robinson, Hounslow, for respondent. 

(Reported by G. H. Knorr, Barrister at-Law.]} 


New Orders, &c. 


War Orders and Proclamations, &c. 


The London Gazette of 10th November contains the following : 

1. An Order in Council, dated 10th November, varying the Statutory 
List under the Trading with the Enemy (Extension of Powers) Act, 
19 Numerous additions are made, as follows :—Argentina and 
Uruguay (25); Bolivia (4); Brazil (39); Chile (9); Colombia (8): 
enmark (12); Ecuador (10); Greece (19); Japan (4); Liberia (8); 
Morocco (9) ; Netherlands (19); Netherlands East Indies (19); Norway 
(19); Persia (3); Peru (2); Portuguese East Africa (1); Spain (17); 
Sweden (14) ; and Venezuela (13). There are a number of removals from 





he shall condemn the | 





the list and corrections in the names and addresses of persons and firms 
whose names have been already published. The list has a special note 
referring to Liberia, Persia, Morocco and Portuguese East Africa, and 
also the customary note stating that ‘‘ where a firm named in the list 
has more than one branch in the same country, all branches in that 
country are held to be included in the list even in cases where no 
address, or of several addresses one only is specifically mentioned.’ And 
the following note also is repeated 

‘* NoTeE.—(3 rhe list for each country is sent by telegraph to His 
Majesty's representative in that country, who will notify British Con 
sular officers, to whom persons abroad should apply for information as 
to names on the list; but firms in the United Kingdom with branches 
abroad are advised to furnish such branches with copies of the 
Statutory List. The lists for all countries in Central and South America 
are also telegraphed to His Majesty’s Ambassador at Washington, 

“The Foreign Trade Department 1s prepared on application to inquire 
of His Majesty’s representatives abroad for the names of substitutes 
for any firm on the Statutory List. When the applicant wishes this 
done by telegraph he must undertake to pay the cost of the telegraphic 
correspondence. A considerable amount of information is, however, 
already available at the Foreign Trade Department, and it is hoped 
that it may be possible in many cases to suggest the names of satis 
factory substitutes in response to inquiries, without the necessity of 
referring the matter abroad. It would greatly facilitate the work of 
this Department if applicants in making inquiries would specify the 
particular trade, or trades, for which substitutes are required.” 

2. A Foreign Office Notice, dated 10th November, that corrections 
have been made to the list published in the London Gazette of 22nd 
September, 1916, of persons and bodies of persons to whom articles to 
be exported to Liberia may be consigned. 

5. A Notice that orders have been made by the Board of Trade under 
the Trading with the Enemy Amendment Act, 1916, requiring six more 
businesses to be wound up, bringing the total to 362 

4. A Notice by the Minister of Munitions dated 3rd November (printed 
below) prohibiting the manufacture or repair, without a special permit, 
of motor vehicles and motor engines. 

5. A substituted General Permit, dated lst November (printed below) 
for dealings, on specified terms, in certain war material 

6. A Notice by the Minister of Munitions, dated 8th November 
(printed below), requiring particulars of silk waste to be furnished. 

7. A War Office Notice, dated 10th November (printed below), for 
taking an agricultural census 

The London Gazette of 14th November contains the following : 

8. A translation, issued by the Foreign Office, of the Portuguese 
Decree No. 2565 of 14th August, 1916, relating to procedure in the 
Portuguese Prize Courts 

9. A Notice that appointments have been made to the Appeal 
Tribunals under the Military Service Act, 1916, as follows : County of 
Kent (1); County of Nottingham (3) 

10. A Notice that orders have been made by the Board of Trade 
under the Trading with the Enemy Amendment Act, 1916, requiring 
three more businesses to be wound up, bringing the total to 365. 

11. A War Office Order, dated 14th November (printed below), re 
stricting the sale of raw wool 

12. A War Office Order, dated 14th November, reproducing with 
amendments the Notice of the Army Council of 25th July, 1916, re 
lating to dealings in wool in Ireland. F 

13. A War Office Order, dated 13th November (printed below), per 


mitting dealings in certain leathers. 


Prohibition of Manufacture of Motors. 


Ministry of Munitions of War, 
3rd November, 1916. 

The Minister of Munitions hereby gives hhotice that in exercise of 
the powers conferred upon him by the Defence of the Realm (Consoli 
dation) Act, 1914; The Defence of the Realm (Amendment) No. 2 Act, 
1915; The Defence of the Realm (Consolidation) Regulations, 1914; and 
all other powers thereunto enabling him, as from the 15th day of 
November, he hereby prohibits, until further notice, any person, firm 
or company engaged in the manufacture or repair of any vehicle designed 
for mechanical transport or traction, or any part of such vehicle, from 
carrying out in any factory, workshop or other premises, without a 
permit issued under the authority of the Admiralty, the Army Council 
or the Minister of Munitions, any work consisting in the manufacture, 
assembling or erection of any new or unused motor internal combustion 
engine, designed or adapted for mechanical traction, or of any new or 
unused motor cycle, motor chassis, motor wagon, or of any tractor or 
other motor vehicles of any kind propelled by mechanical means, sub 

ject, however, to the following exception 
Work required to complete contracts placed by the Admiralty, 
the War Office, the Minister of Munitions or an Allied Govern 

ment on or before the date of this Order 


Dealings in Coke, Pig Iron and Steel. 
Ministry of Munitions of War, 
lst November, 1916. 
GENERAL PERMIT 


With reference to the Orders made by the Minister of Munitions 


on the 7th day of July, 1916, and the 31st day of October, 1916, apply- 
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ing the Defence of the Realm Regulation 30 (A) to war material con- 


sisting of certain classes and descriptions of metallurgical coke, pig 
iron and steel, and to the General Permit for dealing in such war 
material issued by the Minister on the same date as modified on the 
15th day of August ind on the 13th day of September, 1916, the 
Minister of Munitions hereby gives notice that he hereby as from the 
Ist day of November, 1916, withdraws such General Permit, and in 
substitution therefor, as from such lst day of November, 1916, permits 
all persons until further notice 


t) To buy, sell or de 


4) Offer or invite an offer 


al in; o1 


x propose to buy, sell or deal in; or 


Enter into negotiations for the sale or purchase of or other 
dealing in 
the war material referred to in the above-mentioned Orders, swi-1e 
to the following conditions 
] This permit sha not affect the provisions of Regulation 30 
Bb f the D ‘ r tl Realm (Consolidation Regulations 
2) No sale or pur ise of material in the United Kingdom not 
being under a ract in writing entered into prior to the Ist 
November, 1916 t prices not contravening those permitted up 
to the date of this notice shall be at a price exceeding the prices 
Sy} ified 1 Ss i hereto it! reference to the respective 
LSs€ ind descriptior of material therein referred to PROVIDED 
rHAT this condition shall not apply (1) to a sale or purchase under 


Munitions, or (2) to 


1 special permit granted by the Minister of 
1 ule r pu hase f material, other than high speed tool steel, 
hich is not a transaction or one of a series of transactions in 
lving the sa r purchase of two tons or over, or (3) to any sale 
I 1 manufacturer of finished steel rolled from steel purchased by 
him, or 4) to a sale r pur hase of material the export of which 
has been duly sanctioned 
5) Upon a such sale or purchase the seller and purchaser shall 


yeneral application or other 
at any time be given by the 
» the use or disposal of the 


ny directions whether of 
ch may from time to time or 
f Munitions with regard t 


material 


mply with 


vise wh 
Minister 
said war 
And no Lie OF 


in accordance 


war material, except 
is authorized 


purchase of or dealing in the said 


vith the above 


Chere is a | ny Schedule of 


mentioned conditions 


Maximum Prices. } 


Returns of Silk Waste. 
Wear, 
Rth 1916 


ice that, in pursuance of 
of the Realm (( 


Viniatry of Munitwnus of 


November, 


Munitions hereby gives not 


The Minister of 


‘ } 
onsoi 


the powers conferred upon him by the Defence 

dation Act, 1914, the Defence of the Realm Amendment No. 2 Act, 

1915. the Defence of the Realm (Consolidatior Revulations, 1914, the 

Munitions of War Acts, 1915 and 1916, and all other powers thereunto 
him, he hereby requires all persons engaged in the production, 


en ibling 


manufacture, pur or other dealing 


Silk Noils, 


sale. distribution or storage of 
lischarged, or 


hase 
vhether raw or 


in Silk Waste of any kind, 
whether exhaast or long, to furnish to the Director C.M. 4B. (Textiles), 
Ministry of Munitions, Whitehall Place, S.W., on or before the 20th 
day of November, 1916, full particulars of all such Silk Waste and 
Noils in their possession or under their control at the date of suc h 
particlulars being furnished And also full particulars of their output 
if anv) and their purchases and sales of such Silk Waste or Noils 
since the Ist day of October, 1916. And, further, until further notice 
to furnish weekly returns of all purchases, sales and deliveries of such 
Silk Waste or Noils, stating the amount of such deliveries, the price 
of the goods, and the persons to whom the same shall have been 
delivered 

[he Minister of Munitions further requires that all particulars so 


furnished shall be verified by the signature of the person furnishing the 


same, or where such person 18 a firm or company of a partner, director 


or other responsible offi eT 


Agricultural Census. 
War Office. 10th November, 1916. 


In pursuance of the powers conferred on them by the Defence of the 


Realm (Consolidation) Regulations, 1914-1916, No. 15 D., the Army 
Council do hereby order 

That the occupier, or any person for the time being managing an 
wricultural holding in Great Britain, shall complete and sign, in 


duplicate, on 15th November, 1916, or as soon after as received, the 
Agricultural Census Form England and Wales, and shall hand the same, 
on demand, to the representative of the Chief Police official of the area 
the is situated 

any person 


holding 
upier, or 


in which 


That the oc for the time being managing an 


agricultural holding in Scotland, shall complete and sign, in triplicate, 


us soon after as received, the Agricultural 


on 1st December, 1916, or : 

Census Form Scotland, and shall then, forthwith, forward same through 
the post to The Secretary, Board of Agriculture for Scotland, 14, 
Northumberland Street, Edinburgh 


By Order of the Army Council, 


R. H. Brade 





Sale of Raw Wool. 
War Office, 14th November, 1916. 


In pursuance of the powers conferred upon them by the Defence of 
the Realm (Consolidation) Regulations, 1914, the Army Council hereby 
order as follows : ‘ 

1. No person shall sell raw wool grown or to be grown on sheep in 
Great Britain and the Isle of Man during the season of 1916, including 
fleece wool and skia wool, but not including daggings, locks, brokes and 
fallen wool, otherwise than to persons authorized by licence, appoint 
ment, or general or special permit granted by or on behalf of the 
Director of Army Contracts or at prices other than those set out in 
the schedule hereto annexed or at such other prices as in any particula: 
case may be allowed by or on behalf of the Director of Army Contracts 

2. No person shall in pursuance of any contracts entered into at any 
time prior to 8th June, 1916, make delivery of or payment for raw wool 
grown or to be grown in Great Britain and the Isle of Man as afore 
said during the season of 1916. 

By Order of the Army Council, 
R. H. Brade. 

[There follow three Schedules with price lists for England, Scotland, 
Isle of Man respectively. |} 


the 


and 


Dealings in Leather. 
War Office " 13th Novembe rT, 1916. 


Whereas by Order published in the London Gazette of 2nd October, 
1916, the Army Council, in pursuance of the powers conferred on them 
by the Defence of the Realm (Consolidation) Act, 1914, as amended by 
the Defence (Amendment) -Act, 1915, and the Defence of the Realm 
Amendment) No. 2 Act, 1915, and the Regulations made thereunder, 
and every other power enabling them in that behalf, gave notice of 
their intention to take possession of certain leathers specified in the 
Schedule annexed to the said Order. 

And whereas the Army Council deem it desirable that unrestricted 
sale and movement of such of the leathers aforesaid as are hereinafter 
specified should be permitted as from the date hereof : 

Now, therefore, the Army Council give notice that they hereby 
authorize and permit the unrestricted sale and movement of the follow- 
ing leathers, produced from all classes of hides, British or imported : 

Vegetable Tanned Bends of 12 lbs. and below. 
Veyetable Tanned Butts of 24 Ibs. and below. 
Chrome Tanned Bends, Butts and Backs, having a substance of 
10 Iron and below. 
Shoulders, 6 [ron and under on the cut edge. 
By Order of the Army Council, 
R. H. Brade. 


Dealings in Land. 


The Secretary of the War Office makes the following announcement : 

The Secretary of State for War and the Minister of Munitions have 
decided that the consideration of questions relating to land held by 
the War Office and the Ministry of Munitions, including negotiations 
for purchase, should be amalgamated under one branch responsible t 
the Under-Secretary of State for War, but taking instructions from 
the Minister of Munitions in Ministry matters. 

Sir Howard Frank has been appointed Honorary Chief Adviser to 
the amalgamated branch. 





Societies. 


The Law Society. 


DISCIPLINE COMMITTEE. 

This committee is appointed by the Master of the Rolls under the 
Solicitors’ Act, 1888 (51 & 52 Vict., c. 65). The statute provides that 
for disciplinary purposes therein specified ‘“‘the Master of the Rolls 
shall appoint a committee of not less than three nor more than seven 
of the members of the council of the society.” 

The Law Society Gazette for November states that the present mem- 
the committee are:—Mr. Budd, Mr. Coward, Mr. Goddard, 


bers of 
Johnson, Mr. Pinsent, Mr. R. S. Taylor and Sir W. Trower. 


Sir H. J. 


University College. 

Four public Rhodes lectures will be delivered at University Colle ge 
on Tuesdays at 5.30 p.m. during the present term, beginning on Tues 
day next, 2lst November. 

The first two lectures will be delivered by the Rt. Hon. Syed 
Ameer-Ali on ‘‘ The Relation Between the English and Mussulman Law 
and the Conflict Between the Two in Questions Relating to Status 
The chair will be taken at the first lecture by Professor Sir Johar 
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Macdonell, K.C.B., King’s Remembrancer, and at the second lecture 
by the Rt. Hon. Lord Sumner. 

The two following lectures, on 5th and 12th December respectively, 
will be delivered by the Rt. Hon. Sir Frederick Pollock 

These lectures are open to the public without fee or tic] 


The Hardwicke Society. 
The Hardwicke § lety held it 
instant, in the Middle Temple common 1 
ance. The annual report sh 
remarkable, Lh averave 
vears before the war, while 
yeal was the largest during t 
Officers for the new session 
Constantine Gallop; vice-president 
Stenham; hon. secretary, D 
W H. Gunn, W revo 
aghan and F. van den b 
re-elected to their offices 
\ feature of the meeting was t 
Lord Halsbury in reply to th ; et! *s con t I on ih attaining 
} ive of ninety In this let fameus Char 
cellor says:—‘‘ 1] am sure you ane 1y ! er-members of the 
Hardwicke Society will understand th ny corresponden such that 
I cannot always reply as promptly as uld wish, and ise me if 
my answer to their most kind messag I thank 
them-and you very heartily, and recognis int lations 
with them have been ever since I h 
ontinue so till the end Believe ery and gratefully 
Hatssvury. 27th October, 1916.’ 
one may judge from the number of ne 
society, the Hardwick: lourishing 
shews twelve candidates for membershi 








LV ad . am sure, 


Law Association. 
The usual monthly meetin f tl 
inst., Mr. A. E. Pridham in the chair. 
were Mr. E. E. Bird, Mr. N. Chaplin, 
Marshall, Mr. W. P. Richardson 
A sum of £100 was vot 


was elected, and other 


’ 
The Lord Mayor’s Banquet. 

At the conclusion of his spee h at the Guildhall on the 9th inst., says 
the 7'tmes, the Prime Minister, after referring to ‘‘ the tribute which 
almost every family among us is paying in precious lives, of hopes 
hardly yet in blossom or in their earliest flower, in the unceasing and 
pitiiess drain upon our reservoir of potential promise and vitality, 
Said : 

Who has greater reason than 
peace Peace, yes; but on one conditi 
waste and sacrifices, its untold suffe1 
examples of courage and unselfishness—shall t ha 
There can be no question of any separate peace. And 
mes, be it soon or be it late—and | ill not disg 
a moment my conviction that the struggle will tax all our resources 
1 our whole stock of patience al d sol ve—the peace vhen it comes 
be such as will build upon nd stable foundation the 
security of the weak, the liberties of Europe, and a f 
worid 

The Lord Chancellor, in the course of ying te he toast 
health proposed by the Lord Mayor, said : 

“There are two great tribunals with which it is my honour to be 
associated—the House of Lords and the Judicial Committee if the 
Privy Council. As for the House of Lords I can say with 
that it hands on in an undiminished degree the trust and confidenc: 
this great commercial community and without the delays which 
my Lord Mayor, so justly deplore, and which are, in f : 
the process of justice. So far as the House of Lords i cer! 10st 
delays have ceased to exist. I have sat and assisted in 
in that tribunal, and I can say that one of these case 
from the lowest to the highest court in twelve months from the time 
it began. I hesitate to speak of the zeal with which the members of 
that tribunal have discharged their duties. Each one is animated by a 
desire to discharge his duty without advertisement, or feat censure, 
without } pe of praise, F 

“ The Judicial Committee of tl y C il needs 
words. It is a body that is less in » pl ve thar 
Lords, but its duties are to my mind ever ; 
the supreme tribunal of the Empire; there, 
but a private room of a spacious dwellis 
not mly our great self-governin Domit 


i | 
our language, willingly bring their disputes, and trust our Iministra 


tion of justice—they are willing to bring their disputes to be settled 
by men whose faces they have never seen, or whose voices they hav 


hever heard. There you will find the solid confidence—in supplement 
of the tremendous testimony of the battlefield—that this great city is 
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The Deportations in Belgium. 


Protest of the Belgian Government. 


e been 


gium 
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to believe. They will prove revolting to the public conscience in any | take any kind of work which might be asked of them. The idea, then, 

country where right and honour are respected is clearly to bring these miserable people to lend a direct help in the 
A decree, dated from the German General Headquarters on 3rd Octo- | war in the hope of improving their lot. The deported Belgian has to 

ber last, subjected to forced labour all able-bodied Belgians, who hoose between famine and treason. ; 

either from unemployment or from any other reason, were dependent The Government of the King denounces to all civilized nations these 

on others for their maintenance. The individuals to whom this decree | unworthy proceedings, which shamelessly ignore the laws of humanity 

ipplied might be obliged to work outside the locality where they reside as well as the rules and conventions of war with regard to the rights of 

that is to say, deported into Germany in a state of semi-slavery an occupying Power. ; 
The great difhculty of communication with occupied Belgium has The Government protests energetically against the application of a 

prevented the Government of the King from receiving all the informa | system which the vain explanations of the enemy cannot prevent from 

tion it wished to obtain on the manner in which this order of 3rd | being branded as a new and worse form of slavery and as the crowning 

October was applied dishonour of the German occupation, which pretends to preserve so 
The Government knows now, however, from a reliable source, that | jealously the rights of the Flemish population. 

the deportation of the ‘able bodied men is proceeding ¢n masse tich The Zunes observes that in an interview published by the Noert/ 

or poor f they are ut upied or out of work, are inexorably seized (Ferman Gazette General von Bissing, Governor-General of Belg riun 

On 24th October last more than 15,000 men had already been taken in | indicates that the deported Belgians are being taken to the Rhine Pro 

the two provinces of Belgian Flanders alone. Whole trainloads of these | vince and Westphalia, the centres of Germany’s iron and coal indus 

miserable people ha been going towards Ce rmany Others have been tries ] 

sent to the invaded Departments of France The men, crowded in 

open trucks exposed to wind and weather, were in a most miserable con : . . 

Abies, ‘Thais caseel, in colin of Cold end uehealien, Ses tak hahah, Lord Robert Cecil on the Deportations. 

and even while suffering this new form of oppression they went away In the House of Commons on Wednesday Sir E. Cornwall asked the 

singing patriotic son, Under-Secretary for Foreign Affairs whether he could give the House 
The raids have taken place at Courtrai, Alost, Termonde, Bruges iny particulars as to the number of civilians deported by the Germans 

Ghent, Mons, and in numerous rural and industrial communes Phe from Belgium: whether the Governments of neutral nations had pr 

men were assembled, examined like cattle, and those found strongest | sented any Notes to Germany on the subject ; and what communica 

sent away to unknown destinations tions, if any, had passed between the British Government and other 
At Bruges, the burgomaster, an old man of eighty, who since the | (Governments with regard to the matter 

beginning of the occupation has given an example of noble patriotism, Lord R. Cecil : This is undoubtedly a very grave matter. No greater 

has been deposed for having refused to help the German militar) outrage on the customs of civilized warfare has been committed even by 


vas fined 100,000 marks 
the victims 


administration in its revolting task The town 


enrolment ot 


£5,000) for each day's delay in the 

Until 24th October the deportations took place chie fly in the Zoe 
detapes lose to the German front In the rest of the country 
the civil Government no doubt hesitated before taking a step which 
violates not only the spirit and the letter of the Hague Convention 
but also the solemn promise made to the population hy means of 
placards, on 25th July, 1915, that no acts contrary to their patriotic 
feelings would be required of them 

However, the Government of the King, having learnt that the 
registration of unemployed is now going on in all the occupied territory, 
has reason to fear that the horrors of deportation will shortly extend 
to all the provinces 

The Cologne Gazette, in an article which the newspapers published in 
Belgium have been ordered to translate, tries to justify this iniquitous 
measure It enlarges « mplacent! von the a rs of idleness to which 
many workmen are exposed, and throws the responsibility for this on 
England, who prevents the importation of raw sstaniaie into Belgium 
The organ of the German Government pretends also to legitimize the 


forced labour on the grounds that Belgians will only be employed in 
quarric chalk pits, and other industries having no connection with 
the war 

Chis last argument is valueless, as we know what an important part 
s played by the products of quarries and chalk pits in the strengthening 
of trenches and fortification with cement 

To the pretension oft Crermany to repud ite ill responsibility for 
the lamentabl state of the telvian vorking classes, we re ply that 
work would not be lacking for them if the invader, primarily responsible 
for this situation by his aggression, had not disorganized industry, taken 
wway raw materials, oils, and metals for his own use, requisitioned a 
quantity of machinery ind tools, threatened to take away even the 
drivin bands ot vl h a deta led list has already heen n ide T he 
occupier has besides sworn to consummate the ruin of the Belgian metal 
and glass industries by prohibitive export taxes on products sold in 
Holland (the only market still open to Belgium) in order to prevent 
ompetition vith Cerman oods 

The Belgian workman has always been well known for his hard 
vorking quality If for two years he has too often been out of work 


vas that offered by the invader 


doing so 


the only work open to him 


it 18 he« imse 


His patriotism prevented him from accepting it because, in 
he would indirectly have helped in the war waged against his own 
country 

The invader, by means of this barbarous system of de portations 
has a double object First, to terrorize the population to bring families 


to despair and to force the workers to lend their aid to the German 
occupation This maneeuvre is facilitated by the announcement that all 
those who receive public assistance for their maintenance will be sub 
ected to forced labour The workman who, out of devotion to his 
ountrsy refuses to serve the enemy vill know henceforth that he 
exposes himself to exile and slavery. Deportation is, therefore. a 
coercive measure in order to constrain the workman, against his con 
science, to accept the offers of work which he refused. 

The second object of the German authorities is to replace by Belgians 
some German workmen who thus become available to fill up the gaps 
af the front Men are required at any price If it were not so, if 
the object were really to prevent idleness among our workmen, why 
are they not employed on works of public utility, near their families 
and their homes Not only has this not been done, but we hear from 


a reliable source that employed men have been taken a way and others 


deliberately thrown out of employment so that an excuse might be 


made to requisition their labour 
According to the German Press itself a fairly hich salary offered 
» the workers if they consent to volunteer and consequently to under 


Government. Our information as to the details is neces 
But I may refer my honourable friend and the House t 
Beyens, the Belgian Minister 


the German 
sarily scanty 
the statement on the sub ject issued by M. 


for Foreign Affairs, with which his Majesty’s Government are in com 
plete agreement. At pre sent I can only add that his Majesty's Gover 
ment are ready to give all the support in their power to any action 


taken or representations made by the Belgian Government. 


U.S. Warning to Germany. 


in a message from Washington dated 


15th 


The Times correspondent, 
November, Says : - 

‘Washington has decided to warn Germany that the Belgian depor- 
tations cannot but have a most unfortunate effect on neutral opimion, 
particularly in the United States, which has the welfare of the Belgiat 
ivilian population very much at heart. 

The warning will be delivered apparently verbally to the Wilhelm 
American Chargé d’Affaires. It is described as informal 
and having nothing to do with the protests reported to have been 
made by the Vatican and Madrid. It seems, in fact, to be virtually 
a repetition of the representations which Mr. Gerard made about the 
deportations from Northern France last June during his visit to General 
Headquarters. The Kaiser is then said to have assured the Ambas 
sador that no more deportations would be made.”’ 


strasse 


by the 





Obituary. 
Mr. A. R. Kirby. 


By the recent death of Mr. Arruur Raymonp Kirsy, 
Lincoln’s Inn kas lost an able exponent of the law of companies, 
to the Bar in 1866, Mr. Kirby applied himself to the study of com- 
mercial law and practice on its equity side, and his professional career 
practically synchronized with the great development of our system of 
company law which, after the passing of Lord Thring’s Act in 1862 
was in progress until the early years of this century. 

It was as a draftsman that Mr. Kirby excelled. He had no superior 
in the art of expressing with an economy of language and at the same 





says the ne ra, 


‘alle d 


time with accuracy and lucidity the broad features of some great scheme 
which was to owe its existence to the protection of the English law. His 
drafts stated in a few words what an ordinary draftsman might fail to 


convey in a page of foolscap. Accordingly it is not surprising that he 
was one of a busiest practitioners in Lincoln’s Inn for many years. 
One of the judges who was much associated with Mr, Kirby in earlier 
days pays him this tribute :—‘‘In his prime he was a most ingenious 
and resourceful adviser and a most painstaking and careful draftsman 
Notable was the skill and ingenuity with which he drafted concessions, 
forms of security, working arrangements, schemes of reconstruction ind 
similar documents. In many these had to be framed as to 
avoid wounding the susceptibilities of foreigners—always ready to resort 
to this country for money, but not infrequently shy of giving investors 
adequate security; and I think it says a great deal for our dead friend 
that so many of his forms have long since become valuable precedents, 
and, so far as I know, none of them have failed to secure the purpose 
for which they were intended.” 
Mr. Kirby’s health failed him 


cases so 


some vears ago, and he had to 





relinquish active practice. His visits to the Bench at Lincoln's Inn, 
to which he was elected a member in 1902, became more and more 
infrequent. and even while he vet lived his name had become almost 
1 tradition in the Society. But it is a tradition which will endure. The 
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remembrance of his charming, if reserved, personality will be cherished youngest child and only son of the late T. H. Richardson and Mrs. 
by his old friends, and his genius will remain stamped on the forms Richardson, formerly of Brynteg, Middlesbrough, He was admitted in 
in which the business world will continue fo express itself 1904, and practised at Middlesbrough. The captain of his company 
Mr. Kirby leaves a widow, a daughter and two sons. writes Your son was One of the finest men I have ever met, and 
' e brave and splendid way in which he led the company at night into 

ery one of us proud to have known him His loss to the 











Qui ante diem periit, 
Sed miles, sed pro patria. 


Major Charles A. Moss. 
Major CHARLES ALEXANDER Moss, Canadian Infantry, who died of Second Lieutenant am: M. Underwood. 
oun Mo: “ tier ee a = , sited aetieMhe I Jeutenant Joun Mipp_eron Unperwoop, R.F.A.. killed on 
— Pes “adams yng ; : Ks oe if ae tid ove ‘ n |} enty nd year, was the second son of Mr. and 
oad, Toronto. Born in 1874, he had a cessful career at Upper | yy). , hye Ren thay wrtnenctiespeation es 
Canada College and the University of ‘ ud was ¢ dl » the Educa a ee ed - % Bet pases . tat yi egos cled a *A 
Bar in 1897, when he joined th il firm of v le t \right, 0 fathe 13 rstatiet a the outbreak of war pessed 


] i 
and hompson, of which 


is his judgment and experience in men were invalu 


jench. He soon n td h ae a * ie “pps beer ' er i ‘ 4 the Intermediate Exan mn e join he 20th Battery R.F.A. as 
Bencher of the Law Society of f f a driver. at t mor é France received a comm 
ad become a leader of the vi 
ninent Liberal in politics, and 
didate in the interests of that party f rth-East Toronto, which seat 


ontested unsuccessfully in 1914 he was Legal News, 


in the 


I the I 

r in the Roy il Grenadiers anat ._ and came I 

mn of 1915 with a Canadian ba Ww hay he rank Of m ve I ° 

e , . » Pe 

r to get to the front at once he reverted to the rank of « - Appointm nt. 
ed another Canadian battalion last June He was subse ently Viv. Joux Hi i ao tor (mad irtner of tl 

on — tield to major, having proved himself a highly et ient hon Jon ; n Sons Portmadoc). ha ¥ 

and having endeared himself to his brother-otticers and men by | appointed by onour Judge Wm. Evans to stieceed Mr, Thomas 

wage, simplicity and courtesy. He married Elizabeth, daughter | Jon 5 rar and high bailiff of the Portmadoc and Blaenau 

Justice e Britton, of Toronto. ‘ of ntv court NE Hun ewe whe i nephew of the late 

! le the firm, was admitted in 

: ™ wr twenty vears he serve { old Volunteers, and has had 

L ieut. W ilired oe Styer, much th the tol ith ! ( \ inteer company of which 


nt Witrerep HENRY STYER, \ as a lentally killed at le cap Humphrey ed to a daughter of the late 
} 1 in France, where | ‘ pre watory to taking up his Russe the well . t 
the 4th Battalion « ‘ iliers (to which, it Is 
vas about to be yvazetted), s educated at Heddon 
igham, end Lincoln College, Oxieed, where he graduated. | Changes in Partnerships. 
ford he vas a pl minent member of the rslackstone Society © 
irticled to his father, Mr. Walter Styer, of 11 and 12, | Dissolutions. 
ch-street, and spent me montl vith Messt Price Water 
Co., the accountant He was admitted in 1913 He starts \ I LEN ALE and Giuy Epwarp EvANs, solicitors (Matthew 


on h ; own account at Reading and Camberl . and would le i red tore Re A } iunbers 42 Phe bald road, London, 


ined his father in partnership in London. He made a successfu 

» to the United States on legal rk in 1910 Hle joined the | rEOR t AR d Arruur HEMMINGS WARNER olicitors 

at the outbreak of hostilities in Aucust 1914. and then held a to \ er), ran ect Rawtenstall, in the county of Lan- 

ssion as lieutenant in the 19th Battalion, London Reviment. “ usine in future be carried on Ly 
, [Guzette, Nov. 14 


Second Lieut. Albert C. Taylor. 
ond Lieutenant ALBERT Ceci, Taytor, Sulfolk Regiment, reported A m ilvamation. 
aged twenty-eight, was the second son of Mr. and M1 \lbert r P : . we on 
wv, of Newlands. Leigham ( it-roead, St itham, and grandson of ren "t : sail ail — - , 21 Coll vehill. 
e late Walter Taylor, of the Manor Hous eddingtor nder © Ape pele et : peti ee a 
is esmaibery. Plenlica “apr Rb as Pees fte wae i. 1 ‘ malvamate ' ries nas trom the JOth inst Vv 
say Or heggen, ocmange &, >t} 3 > tap . : fe Tag ; se Mr. Joun PuHittirs MEAD r. HARMER STEELE, in co-partnership 
oe ee oe oo oe oe mca" gan agmatine Na under the name of Mead eele, & ( 2, King’s Bench-walk, 
that he was killed. Educated at Ha olleue ! ‘ 4 ” 
articles with Messrs. Dod, Lon tatte ind Fe cl I } el 
and is admitted a solicitor in 1912 He joined the Ist Scl ~~? 
Battalion. Roval Fusilier ins ptember 1914, and was ver 0 f; = 
1cneral, 
Mission in May, 1915 H elder and on y brother. Lieutenant Walter 
relerring 


Taylor, R.F.A. at the front. Jud val he ado. oun it veel fu 
t } deat} ff ecist oma ome ‘ e worthily 


~ . . . main rhe hey cl ( 4 mequirer the most 
Second Lieut. Ewart Richardson. ee as ey ihave alll thn tend nentdnedl Gis anne suena 
f { xperienced practitioner He 


Fempl B.C. 


mi Lieutenant Ewart Ricuarpsox, Yorks Regiment 


D 
ed killed after having been previously reported g, 


* , t bel . re] m « hich they were all proud Phey 
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article in the Times Literary Supplement of 26th October. The persoral 

nterest of Charles I. in the Navy has not yet received full recogni- 

During his reign the English claim to the ‘‘ sovereignty of the 

revived, and the first edition of Selden’s famous treatise on 

_ ** Mare Clausum,’’ 1635, is an interesting exhibit. This 

of the book which Charles ordered to be perpetually preserved 

‘Admiralty Court ‘‘as a — and strong evidence to the 

ym ot the sritish Seas.’’ Selden’s book certainly experie ced 

situdes of time. Within a year of its publication three pirated 

ns appeared in Holland, each bearing the name of the King’s 

inters and the imprint London. By command of the Commonwe alth 

wuuncil it was translated in 1652, but Selden’s dedication to Charles - 
vas suppressed and one to the Parliament inserted. After the Restor 

this translation was ‘‘ perfected and restored ’’ with the orig a 


ition, and published in 1663. 































Tue ‘‘ Oxford ’’ Sectional Bookcase is the ideal one for anybody who 
is building up a library. It is splendidly finished, with nothing of the 
office stamp about it. The illustrated booklet issued by the manufac- 
turers, William Baker & Co., Ltd., The Broad, Oxford, may be 
obtained gratis, and will certainly prove interesting to book lovers.— 
(Advt.) 








The Property Mart 


Forthcoming Auctior. Sale. 


Nov. 23.—Mesers. H. E. Foster & CRANFIELD, at the Mart, at 2: Shares (see adver 
tisement on back page, this week). 








Court Papers. 


Supreme Court of Judicature, 


ROTA OF REGISTRARS IN ATTENDANCE ON 


EMERGENCY APPEAL CoURT Mr. Justice Mr. Justice 
RoTa, No. 1. NEVILLE, EvE. 


Monday Nov. 20 Mr. Greswell Mr. Synge Mr. Farmer Mr. Jolly 
Tuesday ...... 21 Bloxam Church ; 
W ednesday 22 Jolly Farmer 

Thursday 23 Borrer Bloxam Goldschmidt 

POU ccasvecce Oe Goldschmidt Greswell Leach 

Saturday .... 25 Leach Jolly Church Bloxam 


Mr. Justice Mr. Justice Mr. Justice Mr. Justice 
SARGANT. ASTBURY. YOuNGER, PETERSON, 
Monday Novy. 20 Mr. Bloxam Mr. Church Mr. Leach Mr. Borrer 
Tuesday ...... 21 Jolly Farmer Goldschmidt Leach 
Wednesday ve Synge Goldschmidt Church Greswell 
Thups/ay 3 Farmer Leach Greswell Jolly 
Veiday........ 24 Charch Korrer Jolly Bloxam 
Saturday .... 25 Goldschm‘dt Greswell Borrer Synge 


Date. 


Date. 





Winding-up Notices. 
JOINT STOCK COMPANIES, 
LIMITED IN CHANCERY. 

London Gazette.—FRIDAY, Nov. 10. 


JOHANIGMAN Bros, Ltp.—Creditors are required, on or before Dec. 8, to send thet 
names and addresses, and the particulars of their debts or claims, to William Edward 
Holland, 17, Coleman st, liquidator. 

KRETZSCHMAR LTp. (IN VOLUNTARY LIQUIDATION).—Creditors are required on of 
before Dec. 16, to send their names and addresses, and the particulars of ther 
debts or claims, to Wm, Honcock, 90 and 91, Queen st, liquidator. 

SLOUGH COLLIERY Co, LTp. (IN VOLUNTARY LiQUIDATION).—Creditors are required, @ 
or before Nov 24, to send their names and addresses, and the particulars of their deb 
or claims, to Arthur R. Lancaster, Queen's College, Paradise st, birmingham 
liquidator. 

WiLtTon & Co, LTD.—Creditors are required, on or before Nov. 26, to send in their name 
and their addresses with particulars of their de bts or claims, to Bennett Collier, } 
York st, Manchester, liquidator. 


JOINT STOCK COMPANIES, 
LIMITED IN CHANCERY, 
London Gazette, —TUESDAY, Nov. 14. 


[. BRAKENRIDGE, & Co, Ltp (IN VOLUNTARY LIQUIDATION).—Credit’ rs are required, of 
or befcre Nov 30, to send their names and addresses, and the particulars of theif 
debts or claims, to Mr. Wilson Fianks, 18, Church st, Whitehaven, liquidator 

ENGLISH RUBBER Co, LTD. - Creditors are required, on or before Dec. 20, to send theif 
nanes and addresses, and the particulars of their debts or claims, to Henry 
hase taker Garnett, 61, Brown st, Manchester, or Nathanie! Duxbury, Blackbur, 
liquidators. 

GWYDDON VALE MINERAL WaTER Co, Ltp.—Creditors are required, on or before Dec. & 
to send their names and addresses, »nd the particulars of their debts or claims, @ 
Samuel Smart, Old Bush Hotel, |, Abercarn, Mon., liquidator. 
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£. MawpstEr, Lrp.—Creditors are required, 01 or before Nov 30, t@send in their names 
gnd aidresses, with particulars of their debts or claims, to Fre lerick Augustus Har- 

ves, 7, Grimshaw st. Baroley, liquidator ; 

3°. MULLER, Ltd —Creditors are required, on or before Dec 15, to send their names 
api addresses, and the particulars of their debts or claims, to A'bert Henry Partridge, 
§, Warwick ct, Gray’s inn, liquidator. 3 

B. E. Nexpuam & Co, Lrp.—Creditors are required, on or before Dee 31, to send their 
names and adresses, with p§rticulars of their debts or claims, to E. Harry Pal er, 
6, St. Peter’s Church wk, Nottingh m, liquidator. 

WHEATLEY HILt PaLace THEATRE, LTD.— ‘reditors are requir !, on or before Nov 20, to 
send their names and addresses, and particulars of their de)ts or claims, to Sam Hard- 
man, 70, Pilgrim st, Newcastle upon Tyne, liquidator. 


Resolutions for Winding-up Voluntarily. 
London Gazette.—TUFSDAY, Oct. 31 


Tropica! Lan’s, Ltd. Kingston Lirhting Co, Ltd. 
Printers’ Appliances and Engineering Co, F. R. Girardon & Co, Ltd. ' 

Ltd. Hockley Motor Manuf :cturing Co, Ltd. 
Kifulu Rubber Estates, Ltd. Liverpool! Lighting and Heating Co, Ltd. 
General Engineerins Accessories, Ltd, Northern Incandescent Supply Co Ltd 
Centr: | Incandescent Supply Co, Ltd. Western Incandescent Suppiy ‘ 0, Ltd 
South American Improve i Chilling Co, Ltd. Western Lighting and Heating Co, Ltd. 
Walter G. Hill, Ltd 

London Gazette. —FRDAY, Nov. 3. 


fale Masonic Hall Co, Ltd. J. A. Parsons, Ltd. 

Pinto, Gilmore & Co, Ltd. lrealaw Engineering Foundry Co, Ltd. 
Thomas Ch pman & Son, Ltd. Herbert Process, Ltd 

Zilia Patent Belt Co, Ltd. 

TURSDAY, Nov 7. 

Automatic Dairy Society, Ltd. Cockermouth Pablic Hall Co, Ltd. 
Northern A-reraft Co, Ltd. G. T. Heald & Sons, Ltd 

Fenwick Sanders n, td. Azof Co, Ltd. 

Thames "anla-e & Motor Co, Ltd. Neath Crown Mineral Water Co, Ltd 
Labuan Coalfields Co, Ltd. 


London Gazette.—-FRIDAY, Nov. 10. 


Whitehead and Binns, Ltd. 

Premier Cork-Seal Co, Ltd. 

EB. Chapman & Co, Ltd. 

Combined Cinema ‘ oliseums, Ltd. 

John H. kickard & Co, Ltd 

Circuit Picture Theatre Vo, Ltd. 
London Gazette.—TUESDAY, Nov. 14. 

F. Lilley, Ltd 

Peterborough City Garage Co 

Knobafo Trading Co, Ltd 


Lonion Gazette.- 


Smith's Fish Supply, Ltd. 
Carrizal Share Trust, Ltt. 
Oliver Gomersal! & Son, Ltd, 
Wi ton & Co, Ltd. 

Prestatyn Laundry, Ltd. 


Evglish Rubber Co, Ltd. 
Kentish Town Cinem. Co, Ltd. 
Harris Film Service, Lt}. 


. ° - — eee! 
Winding-up of Enemy Businesses. 
London Gazette.—Fripay, Nov. 10. 

ALEXANDER MANUFACTURING Co, LTD., 85, Great Eastern st.—Creditors are required, on 
or before Nov 30, to send by prepaid post fu'l particulars of their debts or claims, to 
Walter Frederick Wiseman, 4, Fenchurch av, controller. 

J, L. & P, WEIDNER, 58A, City rd.—Creditors are required, on or tefore Dee 18, tos nd 
their names and addresse:, and the particulars of their debts or claims, to Geoffrey 
Bostock, 21, Ironmonger In, controller. 


1912), Ltd. 


London Gazette.—TUESDAY; Nov. 14. 


W. Kremiine & Co, 17, Staining In, Silk and Velvet -Creditors are required 


gents 


on or before D-c 20, to s nd their pames and aldrese+s, an! the particulars of their | 


sor claims, to Alfred Page, 28, King st, Cheapside, control er. 

. J. OPPENHEIMER, 88A, Leadenhall st.—Creditors are required, on 
to send their names and ad re-ses and particulars of their debts 
Bo ‘rner_ Bush In House, Cannon st, controller 

REvoRM UNDERWEAR Co, TD.—Creditors are required, on or before Dec 3, to send by 
prepaid po t their names and addresses and particulars of their debts or claims, to 
Tho vas Fleming Birch. Court chmbrs, Friar !n, Le‘c-ster, controller. 

Wagner BROS, 4 and 5, Stonecutter st.—Creditors are required, on befora Nov 30, to 
send tneir names and addresses, and particulars of their debts or claims, to A C 
Bourner, Bush In House, Canno» st, controller. 


wr before Nov 30 
or claims, to A. C. 


Creditors’ Notices. 
Under Estates in Chancery. 


LAST DAY OF CLAIM. 
London Gazette. —FRIDAY, Oct. 27. 
MaLongy, TIMOTHY EDWARD, Dawes-rd, fulham, Beer House Keeper 
ani Piper v. Maloney and Another, Peterson, J. Piper, 
minster. 








Nov. 25 


Vincent sq, 


Clegg, 


West 


| 
| 


WASH, REUBEN, Brentford, Licensed Victualler Nov. 4 


Allwright v. Mallous, Sargant, 
J. White, Bedford-row, Gray's-inn. 


London Gazette. —TUESDAY, Oct. 81. 

WILLIAM TRIVIT, Oakfi ld-rd, Stroud Green Nov. 29 Fox v. Fox and Fox 

Judge in Caambers, Room No, 706, Royal Courts Barfield, West-st, Finsbary 

cireus. 

FROST, SAMUEL 
Cramp v,. St 


Fox, 


weatfiel!, Fore 
vury, J, 


BERNARD, F 
ler, Ast 


t-road, Loughborough, Leicester Deo, 6 


Beardsley, Rectory-pl, Loughborough. 
Noy. 10. 


Carpenter Dec. 15 
y & Godfrey, West Smithfield. 


London Gazette 


Hill 
Godfr 


FRIDAY 


SIMMONS, ALBION HoLLoway, B 
Attoraey-tieneral, Astbury, J. 


irwess Sussex 


Simmons v 


Under 22 & 23 Vict. cap. 35, 


Last DAY OF CLAIM. 


London Gazette.—FRIDAY, Nov. 3. 


ATKINSON, THOMAS, Kingston u on Hull D>)*10 Santlerson & Feren 
BARHAM, MARY ANNE, Giowesst Deel Seid ling & Bodkin, Gordon st 
BIRD, ARTHUR GEORGE, Brockley, Kent Dec4 TVimbrel!l & Deighton, Cannon st 
SONUS, LEONARD. St I 4 Bonus, st Helen's pl 
CooK, HENRY PHILIP stoke b Suffolk, Farmer Dec 6 
Hadleigh, Saffolk 
S08TOCK, THOMAS, Shifnal. Salop. 
RowpEN, JAMES HAMNET 


Hull 


sonards on Sa De 
Nayland, Grimwade & Son 
Farmer Dee 6 Johnson, Coventry 
O-t30 Harwood, Manchester 
SUCKLEY Ji IP, Southport Jai ayton & 8 Ashton under Lyne 
Cook, James WILLIAMS, ‘ireat ev, Ess xc 15) Attwater & Lieil, 
CURTAIN, AMELIA, Jerninghu , New ) ll Marchant & Co, 
Deptford 
DOWN®R EMILY, Ryde, IW Dee 16 
DOWNER, MARY, Ryde, IW Declg 
EGLESTON, AMY DORINDA, Salis urv 
FAIRCLIPF. ELLEN, Landseer st, tiatter ea 
FOWLER, WILLIAM, Tr Norfolk, Cattle 
GAGE, BENJAMIN, Axmins r, Devo:r Deel 
GLENNY, THOMAS ALEXANDER, late King's 
Co, Eastcheap 
HINE, PdAILIP, Piymstock, Devon, Farmer 
HOGSTEDT, SABINA AMANDA, North End rd 
inn, Strand 
HOLT, HERBERT, Bur 
HOWELL, WILLIAM 
Wil iams, f 


lanchest 
HIN 
Bishopsgate 


roadway 


Gunner & Co, Newoort, IW 
Gunner & Co, Newport, IW 
Wilts Dec l4 Hawes & (Co, Great Winches‘er st 
Dee 13) Whit: & Harcourt, Ludgate hill 
Dealer Decl K ith & Co, Norwich 
Chapple, Axminster 
Own scottish torderers 


wae 
De: 15 Cave & 


Nov 30 
lampstead 


Woolleomh 
Dee 15 


s & Yonge, Plymouth 
Paice & Cross, Clement's 


, Lancs, Registra 
Clarbest n rd, Pembr 
guard 


Dec 13 Bertwistle, Bury 


ike, Schoo!'mist-r Nov 30 Wiliams & 


Gidding, Ealing Common Dec 6 Pannister & Co 


LANCASTER, PERCY Lo Ke, Little 
Jeo) 


t d row 


John st, Be if 
LANE, WILLIAM RICHARD, St Mary's Cray, 
LEES, .OHN FREDEKICK, Oldham, Borough 
Oldham 
MAXWELL, WILLIAM 
MILLER, KATE MARION 
MURPHY, JAMES KEOGH 
row 
NICHOLLS, JOHN, Wolverhampt Timber Mer 
OAKES, GEORGE, Lidget Green, Bradford, Joiner De:6 Freemas, Bradford 
Ore, Rv t sERT, Thurleigh, Bed Halli ey & Morrison, Bed ord 
PARKER, WILLIAM . EB x Dee 31 Lo:gmore & Co, H 
PEYTON, NicHol , supsey, Worcester Nov 25 Garrard & 


Kent De5 Scott, Liverpool st Station 
[reasurer Nov 28 Ponsonby & Carlile, 


Pont st, Chelsea D Meal, Redford row 
Bath Dee 9 Macdonald & Lonugrigg, Bath 
MA, MD, MC, FRCS, Plymouth Dec ll Whites & Co, Budge 


hant De Steward, Wolverhampton 


f rd 
Anthony, Wor- 
cester 
PICKARD, THOMA 

Basinzhall st 
PURVIS, |HOMAS, Tyrwhitt 1 
Deptford 
RALLI, ALEXANDER AN ‘ t ve 7 iyo & Donne, Brizhton 
RAWLING:, Dr JAMES, Hartlepool 16 Bel R W Smith, West Hartlepool 
ROSENBERG, Moses lack} p \ 1 ture D 4 (iordner & (o, Manchester 
ROWLAND, CHARLES PI , ioalty & Goodfellow, Manch -ster 
Roy, ROBERT, St Leo ards . «1 Hilder & Co, Jermyn st 
SELMON, JOHN FORD, Plymouth, ¢ Merchant Dec2 Shell & 
SEYMOUR, VIOLE Brighton Wansey & Co, Moor ate st 
SMITH, Hakry, Nott Carter D 4, Mott, Nottingham 
STERICKER, HILDA Maiia Val Dec | Dunn & 
chmbra 
THRELFALL CHARLES HERBERT 
WALLAC#, WILLIAM, Low rell, 
upo 
WALLER, 
WALWYN 
WARDLA 
( 


HENRY, Stockwell, Dairyman Dec! Ellis & Co, Portland House, 


t Johu’s, Deptford D 11 Marchant & Co, Broadway, 


Johns, Plymouth 
Nov 

rham 
Wym ma 18, Wilson, Gulidhall 
Gresham House 
New castle 


Morley & Co, 
ilysiie & Forster, 


Anerley, 5 irrey Cc 
Durham Nov 2 Ke 


r ELIZABETH. Minchester Dec l4 Smith, M nchester 
LIZABErH, Clifton, Brist 1 Der20 Abbot & ¢ 


MAS BRODIE, Park Village Fast, Regen}’s Park Evans & 





«| 
WARREN, EMILY MORGAN, Berkhamsted, Herts Nov 30 Miller & Co, Copthal av 
W ARRINGTON, GEORGE, Sugden rd, Lavender Hill, Tailor’s Clerk Decl Kelham, Sta 


ford, Li cs 














THE LICENSES INSURANCE CORPORATION AND GUARANTEE 
FUND, LIMITED, 


BDLOORGAT SEI sTrTREptT, 


LOMbDowWw, =1.o. 


ESTABLISHED IN 1890. 
LICENSES INSURANCE. 


SPECIALISTS 


IN ALL LICENSING MATTERS. 


Upwards of 750 Appeals to Quarter Sessions have been conducted under the direction and supervision of the Corporation. 
Suitable Clauses for iasertiom in Leases or Mortgages of Licensed Property, Settled by Counsel, will be sent ea 


POOLING INSURANCE. 

The Corporation also insures risks in connection with FIRE, CONSEQUENTIAL LOSS, 
BURGLARY, WORKMEN’S COMPENSATION, FIDELITY CUARANTEE, THIRD PAKTY, &o., under 
a perfected Profit-sharing system. 

RPPLY FORK PROSPECTUS. 


“pplication. 
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‘ 


Dorse 


Pet Nov 


! 


ftie 


RECEIVING ORDERS 
BoLte 
Hednesford, 
lanes 


Nottir 


Ord Nov 


Vv 


FIRST MEETINGS. 





~ 


md 


WILLIAM JosEPH, Colville mans, Bayswater Dec 15 Bircham & (Co, 
road st 
CADE, JARVIS, Croydon 
CHALLAND, ELEANOR, 
CHESHIRE, CHARLES 
CLARKE, ARUNDEL 
COLLINS, WLLLIAM 
CRAWFORD, HUGH 
Southend on Sea 
CREEDY, ELIZABETH, Bridgwater De 
4 CUNHA, EOWARD ALBERT, Funchal, Madeira, 
Cannon st 
EIROZ, Dr PAULO PINHEIRO, 
aughter & May, Austin friara 
1 MARY ANN, Cheltenham 
BASIL ARNOLD, Bath, Solicitor 
ROBERT, Bridlington Dec 9 Bromet & Sons, Tadcaster 
GOODMAN, JOHN, Sutton wrey Dec 12 Lamb& Co, lronmonger Ia 
HADFIELD. Ropert WALTON, Liverpool, Produce Merchant Deel Nield, Liverpo 
HANCOX, WILLIAM SAMUBL. Liverpoo! Dec 10 Evans & Co, Liverpoo! 
HANSON, HENRY, Radcliffe on Trent, Nottingh.m Dee 31 Walker 
Nottingham 
HRAVISIDE, WILLIAM JAMES, 
Hooton, WILLIAM AMos, Bl 
Blackpo #l 
HORTON (ERNEST CLAUDE, Wimbledon, Surrey 
HUGHES, MARY CAROLINE, Cambridge Dec 
JARvis, ERNEST Cory, Purley, Surrey Dee 5 
/OSEPH, BARNET Sol n Anne's mans, St James 
church et 
IE, KENN&TH 
Stretto inn 
LAMPAI CHARLES ARTHUE 
Hall, Austin Friara 
MARTIN, NICHOLAS HENRY, Low Fell, Durham, Pharmaceutical Chemist 
& Co, Newcastle upon Tyne 
MATTHEWS, MARY ANN, Plymouth Dec i2 Barrett, Plymouth 
MATTHEWS, RICHARD FREDERICK, Plymouth, Carpenter Dec 12 
MooRE, FRANK, Bradford, Packer Decl Farrar & Co, Bradford 
MostyN, EvwARD HRNRY JosErH DAVID, Arundel D 11 
Arundel st, Strani 
NEVILE, HuGHn GEoRrGER, Harborne, Birmingham Dec Pins nt & Co, Birmingham 
OSBORNE, CLARA ELIZA, Bristol Nov Strickland & Co, Bristol 
PHILLIPS, FRANCIS, Broai Haven, Pembroke, Farmer Dee Il 
fordwest 
KEEVES, EMMA, St Cath rine 


BYRNE 


Dec 31 
Wellington, Saloo Harding & Son, Birmingham 
Birmingham, Cattle Dec 15 (Harding & Son, Birminghag 
sEOPFREY, Cowes, Isle of Wight Dec 20 Morrell & Co, Oxford 
Woodbridg , Suffolk, Draper Dec 11 Edwards & Co, Lawreace 
fouth Fambridge, Essex, Farmer, Dec 16 


zaler 


ln 
Gregson & Powell, 


tishop, Briigwater 


Merchant Dee 20 Phillips & Ca 


De Q Rio de Janeiro, United States of Brazil Dec 


Dec 16 Heath & Eckersall, Cheltenham 
Dec 21 Gill & Bush, Bath 


& H 
ft 
10 


Lowest 
De« 


Lowestoft De 3 
Perambu 


Holt & Taylor 

ack pool, itor Manufacturer 

Dec 20 Sawbrilge & Son, Aldert 
Ginn & Co, Cambridge 

James, Clement's inn, Strand 

Dec 22 Lamplin & ¢ 


19 
i 


M , Fee 


N, Quee 


K ELI HARRISON ALLOA, Chester gate, Regent's Park, MB, MRCP Decl 
Serieants 
Great Tower st, Mer hant De:cll Welch & Co, Pinney 


Dec5 Watson 


Barrett, Plymouth 


c 


Sliughter & Colegrave, 
99 
30 


Price & Son, Haven 


Jamaica Dec 11 Peacock & Goddard, South sq 
PIERPOINT, WILLIAM SMITH, Great Malvera De Speacer & Co, Warrington 
PORRITY, JOSHUA, Bolton Dec 15 Fielding & Fernihough, Bolton 

PROBART, SARAH GRACK, Eastbourne Nov Arnold, Kastbourne 

ROBINS, GEORGIANA, Woburn pl, Russell sq Dee 20 Gilman, Southampton st 
K MARY ISABEL, Cubbington, Warwick Dec7 Field & Leamington 
I 

I 


8 
>» 


LOBINS, sons 
DDAM, SARAH, Cardiff Dec 12 Merrils & (o, Cardiff 

LOGERS, MARY SOPHIA, Cheltenham Decl6 Heath & Ecker 

ANDERSON, JOHN CORNELIUS, Bina gdos. South Kensington 

Gray's inn pl 

MAkY ANN, Cambridge 

ns, Mary, Gravesend 
ARTHUR GREATOREX 

Strand 

STOKER, WILLIAM, Tunstall, Staffs, 

SUTER, EDWARD CHARLES, Liverpool Dec13 Suter, Liverp ol 

PARR, PRI-CILLA, Manchester Dec 22 Par«inson & Co, Manchester 

reRRY, MARY GRACE, Scarborough Dec18 Birdeall & Co, Scarborough 

PHoMAS, RICHARD ScoOFIELD, Han'sworth, Engineer Dee 22 rinse 

ingham 
W ALLWORTH, JAMES, ¢ 


nham 
Denton & @ 


Chelt 


10 


all, 
Dec 


ambridge 
Macartney, Gravesend 
De + Singleton, 


Dex Miller, ¢ 
Dec G6 Mitchell & 
Herefor« Physician 


SAUI 2 
SIMM 


SMITH Essex sf, 


Sy 


tlack-mith Dec Hollinshead, Tunstall 


. 


t 
I 


& Co 
5 Taylor & Co, Manchester 
ntan, Swansea 

Peacock & Goddard, South 
Jones-Lioyd, Pembroke Doek 


1eetham, Manchester De 
W ALTERS, FREDERICK JOHN, Swansea Dec 12 P 
W OoDHOUSE, GEORGE EDWARD, Blandford, Dorset Dee 11 
WOOLLATT, MARY BLANCHE, Tenby, Pembroke l 


€ lo 


BIBOLINI, IGiIno, Witham, Ess:x, Courier Novy at 
14, Bedf rd row 

Boycr, ANNI, Bury St Edmunds 
at, Ipswich 

COLLING, FREDRICK, Manchester, Shirt Manufacturm 
Nov 17 at Off Re , Byrom s', Man ‘hester 

COOKE, FREDERICK GEORGE BOLTON, Dursley, Glos Novw® 

at 11 Banaraptey bidgs, Carey st 

ANCIS, ERNEST WILLIAM, Yaxham, Norfolk, Farm 

Nov 18 at 12 Off Rec, 8, King st, Norwich 

FRANCIS, HARRY Cox, Costessey, Norfolk, Farmer 
at 12.3 Off Rec, 8, King st, Norwich 

THOMAS, IN ISHMAEL, jStanford Rivers Rectory, # 
Ougar Nov 22 at1l.s0 14, Bedford row 

WILKINS, JAMES, Keynsham, Somerset, Baker 
11.30 Of Rec, Baldwin st, Bristo 


ATIONS 


t,Greengrocer Poole Pe 
Nov 2lat 3 36, Pringw 


Newt D Baker 


Nov 


i 
a) 


n, rset, lor 
l 


obi 


Liverpool 


eard, Cornwall, Coal Merchan 
rd Nov 4 
th Norwo 
rd Nov: 
Sheffield, ¢ 
1 Nov 
Harr: gate, 
ord Nov 
Derbyshire, 
rd Nov l 
ubwell, 


FI 
da, Ga ral Dea'‘er 


Nov 


ommercial Clerk 


J 
Dt 


N 


Coal 
6 


ADJUDICATIONS. 


! ' er | BERGGREN, ERIK LEANDER, Old st, Turpentine Agent Higt 
Court Pet Sept 12 Ord Nov7 
BISHOP, LAUKANCE COLLIN, Hornsey In 
Sept 22 Ord Nové 
Downegs, J H, iall av 

\ 


ov7 


High Court Pet 
July 3 On 


IDAY, Nov 


High Court Pet 


NN, Dursley, Glos High 
Newington, Munitit 
Edmonton Pet Nov Ord Nov 7 

Bamford, ur Rochdale, Cycls Agm 
Ord Novy 


BEARDALL, 


Nov EGLETON, EXNeEST, Green In, Stok 
Staffs, Carpenter Worker 


Novs 
Stoke Newington, Muni 
Pet Nov7 Ord Nov? 

gham, Baker, Nottingham 


DAVID, 
nhdale Pet Novs 
MURPHIN, JONATHAN 
Barnsley Pet Nov8 Ord Nov 
SHORE, HENRY CLARKE, Sheffield, Gent's 
field Pet Nov6 Ora Nov6é 
TANTON, WILLIAM BURNETT, Great 
taker Barnstaple Pet Nev7 Ord Nov7 
WALKEY, THOMAS PAYNE, Hizh st, Kiogsland, Tal 
High Court Pet Oct 14 Ord Nov 6 


ibarnsley 


nr Rochdale, Cycle Agent outfitter 
rruro Torrington, Dewy 


, rnowal!, Farmer 


ALI Furrier Barns 


barns ey 


> file Gents Outiit Shef 


er 
rv ¢ 

r, Gre 
Nov 


ADJUDICATIONS ANNULLED. 


Fred, Osborne ter, Clapham rd, Thea 
High Court Adjud Mar 29, 1916 A 


it ~Torringtor 


Ord Nov 7 GRIFFITHS, 
Manager 
Nov 1, 1910 

BEARDSWORTH 
Adjud Jan 


Fruiterer 
19.6 


EpwaArpD, Harrogate, 
14 Annul Oct 


R, Guildhall 


ivlé 











